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From: Scott, Cheryl-m
To: Carter, Cathy; Ehrhart, Richard; Ellinger, Scott; Fruitwala, Kishor; Hendrickson, Charles; Hubner, Tara; King,


Laurie; Loesel, Matthew; Mayer, Richard; Miller, Gary; Patterson, Alima; Potts, Mark; Powell, Sontina; Rush,
Randall; Schulze, Jeanne; Scott, Cheryl-m; Singhvi, Sunita; Smith, Melissa; Spalding, Susan; Stone, Nick;
Stubblefield, Joyce; Tidmore, Guy; Torcoletti, Paul; Tucker, Mary; Vogler, David; Dave.Cobrain@state.nm.us;
james.valdez@state.nm.us; john.kieling@state.nm.us; steve.pullen@state.nm.us


Subject: Canceled: NMED RCRA Program Monthly Conference Call
Start: Wednesday, September 11, 2013 2:30:00 PM
End: Wednesday, September 11, 2013 3:30:00 PM
Location: R6-ConfRm-CypressTree-06O02@epa.gov
Importance: High


           Conference Line: 866-299-3188
           Conference Code: 214-655-2179


                                                                  Agenda


Address any loose ends/reports for End of Year Review meeting
Review logistics for End of Year Review site visits
Other
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From: Scott, Cheryl-m
To: Carter, Cathy; Ehrhart, Richard; Ellinger, Scott; Fruitwala, Kishor; Hendrickson, Charles; Hubner, Tara; King, Laurie; Loesel, Matthew; Mayer,


Richard; Miller, Gary; Patterson, Alima; Potts, Mark; Powell, Sontina; Rush, Randall; Schulze, Jeanne; Scott, Cheryl-m; Smith, Melissa; Spalding,
Susan; Stone, Nick; Stubblefield, Joyce; Tidmore, Guy; Torcoletti, Paul; Tucker, Mary; Vogler, David; brian.holton@state.nm.us;
Dave.Cobrain@state.nm.us; john.kieling@state.nm.us; steve.pullen@state.nm.us


Subject: Final Draft of documents for NMED Midyear Review
Date: Thursday, March 14, 2013 3:24:43 PM
Attachments: Training list for FY2013 - Midyear.pdf


NMED Permit CA Status report 3-2013.pdf
Oversight attachment NMED 2013 MY.docx
workplan matrix NM MY 2013.docx
Agenda NMED MY 2013.docx


The NMED Midyear conference call is at 2 p.m. CDT on Monday, March 18.
EPA staff will meet in the Pine Tree Conference Room.
 
Conference Line: 866-299-3188
Conference Code:  214-665-2179
 
I’m attaching the documents. Please print and bring the documents you need to the review.
 
Thanks. See/hear you Monday afternoon.
 
Cheryl M. Scott
State/Tribal Oversight (6PD-O)
US EPA, Region 6
214-665-2179
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NMED Hazardous Waste Bureau Training 
Fiscal Year 2013 - Midyear 



 
The Hazardous Waste Bureau staff have attended numerous trainings this fiscal year.  
Compliance & Technical Assistance, Finance & Data Management and Permit program staff 
have attended the following trainings: 
 



HAZWOPPER 8 hour Refresher 
Defensive Driving Course 
Job Safety Training (OSHA) 
RCRA Hazardous Waste (McCoy’s) 
Chemistry for Environmental Professionals – Fundamentals 
Chemistry for Environmental Professionals – Applied. 
Radiological Worker II  
FY2012 Quality Management Plan Training 
FY2012 Quality Assurance Project Plan Training 
Environmental Negotiation 
Alternate Dispute Resolution 
Conflict Communication and Change Training 
Compliance Evaluation Inspections Training 
Post Inspection Documentation Training 
Technical Assistance Visits Training 
Hazardous Waste Act Enforcement Response Protocol Training 
Basic Training for Inspectors 
Inspection File Training 
Policy for Professional Conduct During Inspections Training 
The Enforcement Process Training 
Development of the Enforcement Team Training 
Enforcement Strategies Training 
Access & Entry Training 
Evidence Collection vs. Data Collection Training 
Basic Interviewing Techniques Training 
National Association of Remedial Project Managers Annual Training 
Sampling for Defensible Environmental Decisions 
GSA Field Safety Leadership Workshop 
Site Characterization for Munitions Constituents 
Sanitary Landfill Design Training 
Military Munitions Sites Hazard Assessment Training 
FEMA training - IS-801, IS-810, IS-803, IS-804, IS-56 
Advanced CAMEO and ITRC Training,  
Biofuel Remediation 
ITRC- DNAPL remediation 











WIPP Waste Data System Training 
WIPP QA/CTAC Auditor Refresher Training 
WIPP General Employee Training 
WIPP Q Clearance Security Training 
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NMED Permit Status as of March 8, 2013 
 
 
Holloman Air Force Base NM6572124422 
The Open Detonation permit renewal application was received on August 31, 2006. Following 
NMED’s review of the application a notice of deficiency (NOD) was sent to Holloman Air Force 
Base (HAFB) on July 18, 2007. HAFB responded to the NOD and NMED received it on July 7, 
2008. NMED issued a second NOD to HAFB on December 30, 2008 and HAFB responded to 
the second NOD and NMED received it on April 30, 2009. NMED determined the application to 
be administratively complete on September 16, 2009. NMED was in the process of preparing a 
draft permit for public notice when HAFB submitted a letter dated March 30, 2011 to withdraw 
the permit renewal.  The Permittee also expressed its intention to close the Open Detonation 
(OD) unit. The facility explained that it had found that the OD unit Permit for open detonation 
activities was no longer needed, and that it was withdrawing its renewal application for the OD 
Unit effective immediately.  NMED held a meeting with HAFB regarding the closure plan and to 
address details of the Closure Plan in the OD Permit.  Subsequently NMED received a sampling 
and analysis plan to address the approach laid out in the closure plan. The Plan was reviewed and 
NMED sent a notice of deficiency to the Permittee on August 29, 2011.  HAFB provided a 
response to the NOD on September 22, 2011.  NMED issued a follow up NOD to HAFB on 
December 15, 2011.   NMED has since then reviewed the Holloman Air Force Base’s response 
to the December 15, 2011 NOD on the Plan.  The response from HAFB was dated January 17, 
2012.  Based upon that review NMED approved the Closure Plan on March 21, 2012 and 
advised HAFB to proceed with the closure activities as per approved Closure Plan.  
 
UPDATE:  Closure activities are currently ongoing. 
 
Kirtland Air Force Base NM9570024423 
The final permit was issued on July 15, 2010 and became effective on August 16, 2010 for waste 
management operations of the Open Detonation (OD) Unit and corrective action activities.  
KAFB decided to close the OD Unit and has submitted a permit modification to amend the 
closure plan for the OD Unit. NMED deemed the permit modification administratively complete 
on February 21, 2011. KAFB has also requested to amend the closure plan for the Open Burn 
(OB) Unit which became inactive in October 2009. The OB Unit modification was also deemed 
administratively complete on February 21, 2011. NMED has reviewed the permit modifications 
and has drafted a notice of deficiency.  NMED met with KAFB on September 20, 2011 to 
discuss the NOD comments. 
 
UPDATE:  KAFB has since contracted the closure plans.  Revised plans were submitted to 
NMED in January 13, 2012.  The revised closure plan PMR has been reviewed and a NOD was 
issued for the OB unit on September 7, 2012.  Disapproval for the OD unit was subsequently 
issued.  The revised closure plans are due in April 2013.  The next step is to finalize the closure 
plans an issue the plans for public comment.  There were requests for a public hearing on this 
matter during the permittee’s public comment period.  KAFB has requested a 108 day extension 
to submit the OB/OD permit renewal application in anticipation of completing closure of both 
the OB and OD units. 
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PNM Person Generating Station NMT360010342 
The post-closure permit application was received on June 13, 2007 from PNM. NMED reviewed 
the application and sent PNM a NOD on February 10, 2009. PNM responded to the NOD and 
NMED received it on May 9, 2009. NMED issued the draft permit on November 30, 2011 and 
the comment period ended on January 30, 2012.  Comments were received from the Permittee. 
 
UPDATE:   NMED issued the final permit during early September 2012.   
 
Sandia National Laboratories / NM NM5890110518 
NMED received the permit application for renewal on February 6, 2002. NMED sent a NOD to 
Sandia National Laboratories (SNL) on October 10, 2002. SNL responded to the NOD and 
NMED received it on February 14, 2003. NMED sent a second NOD to SNL on September 9, 
2003. SNL responded to the second NOD on November 7, 2003. A third NOD was sent by 
NMED to SNL on June 25, 2004. SNL responded to the third NOD and was received by NMED 
on November 29, 2004. NMED issued a draft permit for public comment on August 20, 2007 for 
a 60-day comment period. Extensions to the comment period were requested and granted after 
the initial 60-day comment period and ended on February 8, 2008. NMED held discussions with 
SNL and other parties in an attempt to resolve issues with the draft permit. These discussions 
were held between April 20, 2009 and December 19, 2009. NMED prepared a revised draft 
permit which has been shared with the Permittee.  There has been significant public interest in 
this permit and through negotiations on the draft permit there have been significant issues and 
changes that are being addressed in the revised draft permit.  The Permittees provided numerous 
comments on the proposed revised draft permit.  NMED is issuing the draft permit for public 
comment on September 17, 2012.  The public notice included three permit modification requests 
for corrective action complete for several solid waste management units and areas of concern.     
 
UPDATE:  The comment period was extended twice for a total of 150 days upon request of 
interested parties.   The notice period ended on February 15 2013.  A public hearing has been 
requested. NMED is reviewing the comments received. 
 
U.S. NNSA/DOE Los Alamos National Laboratory NM0890010515 
UPDATE: NMED issued the final permit on November 30, 2010 and the permit became 
effective on December 30, 2010. The final order issued by the NMED Secretary also included 
the denial of open burn operations at the Open Burn (OB) Units at Technical Area (TA) 16. The 
OB Units are interim status units that would need to be closed. On December 21, 2010 the 
Secretary issued an Order granting the Applicants’ motion for partial reconsideration regarding 
the OB Units at TA 16. This allows the Applicants to address the deficiencies within the 
application that were denied during the permitting proceedings. The Applicants may file a new 
permit application (permit modification) to address the deficiencies. This remand Order allows 
the Applicants to continue to operate the OB Units under interim status. On December 30, 2010 
the Applicants filed an appeal with the New Mexico Court of Appeals and have moved to 
intervene in U.S. District Court. The December 29, 2010 Complaint filed in U.S. District Court 
by the Department of Energy identifies four counts: 1) Permit Section 1.9.1 Exclusion of NNSA; 
2) Permit Section 4.6 TA-50 Radioactive Liquid Waste Treatment Facility; 3) Permit Section 9 
and Attachment J, Table J-1 Closure; and 4) Attachment G Closure Plans. Concerned Citizens 
for Nuclear Safety (CCNS) filed a Notice of Appeal with the New Mexico Court of Appeals on 
January 2, 2011 in this matter. On January 25, 2011, NMED filed an answer on the four items 
(identified above) and a counterclaim on counts 2, 3, and 4 in U.S. District Court. The 
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Compliance Schedule in the final permit requires that a Class 3 modification be submitted within 
180 days of the effective date of the permit (June 28, 2011) for the remaining interim status units 
(4 OD and 1 OB) that LANL wishes to continue to operate. Otherwise, they must close.  LANL 
is submitting a modification request and closure plans for the remaining units that were not 
incorporated into the previous permit.  An extension was granted due to the shutdown of LANL 
because of the Los Conchas wildfire. 
 
NMED received the permit modification for Open Detonation Units TA-36-8 and TA-39-6 in 
addition to closure plans and notices for Storage Shafts 36 and 37 at TA-54 Area L; Storage 
Shafts 145 and 146 at TA-54 Area G; TA-14-23 Open Detonation and Open Burn Units; TA-39-
57 Open Detonation Unit.  In addition the Permittees have submitted a Permit Modification to 
add a new Hazardous Waste Container Storage Unit at TA-63.  NMED issued an administrative 
completeness determination for the Hazardous Waste Container Storage Unit at TA-63.  Public 
notices have been drafted for the Storage Shafts 36 and 37 at TA-54 Area L which will be public 
noticed in late April or early May.   
 
UPDATE:  NMED issued a draft permit for the Hazardous Waste Container Storage Unit at TA-
63 on January 14, 2013.  The public notice period ends on March 15, 2013.  Once permitted, the 
unit will allow waste management operations to cease at TA-54 Area G so that corrective action 
remedies can be implemented at MDA G.  NMED continues the review of the other permit 
modifications for operation of interim status units TA-14-23 Open Detonation and Open Burn 
Units; and TA-39-57 Open Detonation Unit; and closure of TA-14-23 Open Detonation and 
Open Burn Units. We are reviewing a closure plan for OB unit 16-399 (burn tray) and LANL 
will submit a permit modification request for unit 16-388 (flash pad) in June 2013. 
 
US DOE Waste Isolation Pilot Plant NM4890139088 
NMED has received numerous Class 1 permit modifications and is expected to receive addition 
permit modification in the coming months.  On January 31, 2012 NMED issued a final 
determination on a Class 2 permit modification regarding the groundwater plan, mine ventilation 
rate and shielded containers.  The shielded container portion of the permit modification was 
denied.   
 
UPDATE:  WIPP has recently submitted a new Class 2 permit modification and is in the 
comment period currently.  This resubmittal is to address the deficiencies of the initial shielded 
container permit modification.  In addition, WIPP submitted a Class 2 permit modification to 
eliminate chemical sampling of waste streams NMED is negotiating text in the modification 
related to maintaining NMED’s ability to require chemical testing upon request. 
 
Western Refining Southwest, Inc., Gallup Refinery NMD000333211 
The renewal application was received on February 25, 2010.  NMED issued the draft Permit on 
September 16, 2011 for a 60-day comment period.  The comment period was extended for an 
additional 30-days as requested by the Permittee.  The comment period ended on December 16, 
2011.  The Permittee provided extensive comments.   
 
UPDATE:  NMED has completed its review of the comments and with legal counsel has 
prepared responses.  NMED met with the facility in November 2012 and is currently attempting 
to arrange for a follow-up meeting to resolve outstanding issues.  NMED anticipates issuing the 
final permit in 2013. 
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Roswell Compressor Station No. 9 
Transwestern removed the surface impoundments and a remediation system was installed. A 
remediation system design and monitoring plan (Final Remedial Design, Roswell Compressor 
Station Roswell, New Mexico dated October 16, 2002 is basically the post closure care plan 
equivalent. The New Mexico Oil Conservation Division has been providing the primary 
oversight of the facility and has been receiving periodic updates of the remediation system. 
Further information needs to be reviewed to determine the status of the remediation and to 
determine what administrative loose ends need to be closed. NMED has discussed with the 
facility whether to request a permit application for post-closure care or issue an order for post-
closure corrective action activities under the New Mexico Hazardous Waste Act.  
 
NMED contacted the facility to request their input as to NMED issuing a post-closure order or if 
they would prefer to submit a post-closure care application.  NMED and the facility have 
discussed this issue via phone calls.  NMED met with the facility and their counsel on August 9, 
2011 to discuss the options.  The facility indicated that they had submitted in the mid-1990’s 
documents to support their reasoning of why they should not be regulated under RCRA.  NMED 
received the submission of these documents.  NMED has reviewed and determined that the 
facility is to be regulated under RCRA.  
 
UPDATE: NMED has drafted an order to address the post-closure monitoring activities for the 
site.  NMED shared the draft order with the facility and received comments on two revisions The 
Order will be issued in March 2013. 
 
Western Refining Bloomfield 
UPDATE: NMED approved partial closure of the Surface Impoundment on May 20, 2010. 
Western Refining submitted a closure work plan to address the outstanding closure and NMED is 
expecting to issue the proposed closure plan for public comment by September 2011 for the 
required 30-day public comment period in accordance with 40 CFR 265.113(d)(4). The partial 
closure was completed in 2012.  Facility-wide corrective action is currently ongoing under the 
July 2007 Order. 
 
Advanced Chemical Transport, Inc. [ACT] (formerly Rinchem Company, Inc.), 
NMD002208627 
NMED met with Rinchem in July 2011 to discuss the permit renewal application submittal and 
the potential of an operator and ownership change.  On August 12, 2011, Rinchem submitted 
Parts A and B Permit renewal Application 180 days before the operating Permit expired.    On 
September 27, 2011 Rinchem submitted a Permit Modification with prior Agency approval to 
NMED to change Operator from Rinchem to Advanced Chemical Transport, Inc. (ACT).  On 
October 7, 2011, NMED approved the change of Operators from Rinchem to ACT.  On October 
17, 2011, NMED received a request for transfer of financial responsibility for the storage facility 
to ACT.  On January 20, 2012 NMED approved the change in operator to Advanced Chemical 
Transport and also issued an administrative completeness determination to the Permittees.  
NMED is currently drafting a revised permit and will follow up with ACT regarding any 
technical inadequacies.   
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UPDATE:  On March 12, 2012, the current operating Permit expired, but will remain in effect 
until the effective date of the new permit, since the Permittees submitted a timely and complete 
application for renewal of the current operating Permit, in compliance with 40 CFR §§ 270.10 
and 270.13 through 270.28.   NMED anticipates that a draft permit will be issued for public 
comment in June 2013. 
 
 
Gandy Marley Inc. Triassic Park, NM0001002484 
NMED has meet with Gandy Marley on two separate occasions in the fall of 2011 to discuss the 
permit renewal process. NMED received the renewal application in October 2011.   
  
UPDATE:  The application has been reviewed and had issued a notice of administrative 
incompleteness letter to the Permittee on March 14, 2012.  The Permittee responded on April 30, 
2012 and was subsequently issued an administrative completeness determination by NMED on 
May 17, 2012.  The permit application is currently undergoing technical review. An NOD was 
issued in January 2013 to address technical deficiencies. NMED is scheduled to meet with 
Gandy Marley to discuss the NOD in April 2013.  It is anticipated that NMED will issue a draft 
permit for public comment in the summer of 2013. 
 

























ATTACHMENT A


6PD RCRA PROGRAM REVIEW CHECKLIST





Midyear FY 2013
July 1 – December 31, 2012








Date of Evaluation: March 18, 2013





Program:   RCRA Section 3011 Hazardous Waste Management Program





Delegated State:  New Mexico





Grant #: D-00625313





EPA Contacts: 	Associate Director for Resource Conservation and Recovery Program:  Susan Spalding


			State/Tribal Oversight Section Chief:  Randall Rush


			Grants/Project Officer:  Cheryl M. Scott


			Technical Assistance Coordinator:  Nick Stone





State Contacts:  	Hazardous Waste Bureau Chief: John Kieling


			Permits Management Program: Dave Cobrain


Financial & Data Management Program: Brian Holton


			Compliance & Technical Assistance Program: Steve Pullen





	






			PROGRAM REVIEW INDICATOR


			STATUS


			EPA COMMENTS & RECOMMENDATIONS





			SECTION 1:  COOPERATIVE AGREEMENT PROCESS





			1a) Annual grant commitments 


			New Mexico is on track to fulfill its grant commitments, with the exception of reporting. See details below.


			Delayed entry of information into RCRAInfo makes it difficult to perform effective oversight, as state activities are not documented. Likewise, delayed reporting at midyear and end of the year adversely affects EPA’s oversight.





			1b) Grant funds used appropriately.


			In January 2013, a financial transaction review was completed on the state’s December 4, 2012 draw.





The state’s draw downs are appropriate for program activities.


			No issues or concerns were found during the financial transaction review. 





As of December 31, 2012 (midyear of the grant period), the state had drawn down $274,313. Region 6 is providing funds as they are received from headquarters. As of December 31, 2012, EPA had funded three-fourths of the award. EPA expects the remainder of the funds to be available after a FY2013 budget is passed and the agency’s operating plan is approved.





			1c) Timeliness and completeness of QAAP and QMP 


			The state’s QMP and QAPP were submitted February 12, 2013, approved as submitted, and are valid until April 1, 2014.


			NMED continues to submit complete and approvable QMPs and QAPPs in a timely manner.





			1d) Timeliness and completeness of reports


			NMED requested a two-day delay in running the Midyear RCRAInfo report in order to QA and enter data that was received late.





Midyear reports were due February 1, 2012; they were submitted on March 8, 2013. 





An updated Corrective Action Strategic Plan was due September 30, 2012; it was submitted March 8, 2013. 


			Communicating about the need for a short delay allowed Region 6 to obtain more accurate data for the Midyear review. EPA is concerned about the continuing delays in entering program activities into RCRAInfo





EPA is concerned about the delay in receiving reports needed to perform effective program oversight, including updates to the Corrective Action Strategic Plan, permit status and staff training information. 





			1e) Any changes that may impact implementation of RCRA program reported to the EPA in a timely manner


			No changes have been made that may impact implementation of the RCRA program.


			None





			1f) Staff training performed and reported to the EPA


			On March 8, 2013, NMED submitted a list of training provided to staff during the first half of the grant year. The state ensures that staff maintains required certifications.


			Region 6 is developing alternatives (i.e., webinars) in order to provide training on Ready for Reuse and Land Revitalization, Authorization and IC/EC, while operating with a reduced travel budget.





			SECTION 2: AUTHORIZATION PROCESS





			2a) State is authorized for current RCRA Rules Clusters


			RCRA Clusters XIX, XX and XXI were due to the EPA on June 30, 2010, June 30, 2011 and June 30, 2012, respectively. The state has not met its authorization commitments for these Clusters of rules.











RCRA XXII - Rules in RCRA XXII: Hazardous Waste Technical Corrections and Clarification.


			We had previously discussed the potential impacts of New Mexico’s delay in submitting Clusters XIX through XXI and understand that the state does not anticipate that any permits will be affected.  New Mexico plans to adopt XIX through XXII hazardous waste rules once the DSW rule is published by EPA the summer of 2013.


 





The draft application for RCRA XXII is due to EPA by June 30, 2013.





The pending issue to be discussed with NMED is the state’s lamp crushing regulations which were added to the state’s authorized program under the Universal Waste Program. 





			





2b) Timeliness and completeness of authorization packages





















































2b) Timeliness and completeness of authorization packages (cont’d.)


			The state of New Mexico anticipates promulgation of the federal rules that are in RCRA Clusters XIX and XX in early 2013. 





The federal rules are: (1) Revisions to the Definition of Solid Waste, (2) Academic Laboratories Generator Standards, (3) Expansion of RCRA Comparable Fuel Exclusion, (4) OECD Requirements; Export Shipments of Spend Lead-Acid Batteries, (5) Hazardous Waste Technical Corrections and Clarifications, and (6) Withdrawal of the Emission Comparable Fuel Exclusion.




































































			All the federal rules in RCRA Cluster XIX are Non-HSWA provisions. The rules are promulgated pursuant to Non-HSWA authority and are considered to be neither more nor less stringent than the current federal requirements.  Therefore, there is no impact on the state’s program.





Regarding RCRA Cluster XX, two rules are Non-HSWA provisions. However, OECD Requirements: Export Shipments of Lead-Acid Batteries is a mandatory rule.   Therefore, the EPA implements this rule because it is not delegable to states. Because of the federal government’s special role in matters of foreign policy, the EPA does not authorize states to administer federal import/export functions in any section of the RCRA hazardous waste regulations. States are required to adopt the rule.





The second Non-HSWA rule in RCRA Cluster XX which contains some HSWA provision is the Hazardous Waste Technical Corrections and Clarifications Rule. States are required to adopt the revisions to the manifest regulations (the addition of paragraph 262.23(f)) in accordance with the consistency requirements in 271.4(c). 40 CFR 262.23 is part of the manifest requirements. The remaining revisions are technical corrections; no impact. The state’s adoption is necessary to make conforming changes to all appropriate parts of the RCRA hazardous waste regulations for new rules that have since been promulgated. Other than that, the rule is an optional provision.





The rules in RCRA Cluster XXI are Removal of Saccharin and Its Salts from the Lists of Hazardous Constituents and Technical Corrections to Academic Laboratories Generator Standards. These two rules are Non-HSWA. The rules are promulgated pursuant to Non-HSWA authority and are considered to be neither more nor less stringent than the current federal requirements. Therefore, there is no impact on the state’s program. The state modification deadline is July 1, 2012, or July 1, 2013, if a state statutory change is necessary.





The rule in RCRA Cluster XXII is also Non-HSWA rule. Therefore, there is no impact on the state’s program.





			2c) Meets authorization requirements


			RCRA Clusters XIX, XX and XXI are overdue.


			Because the state did not submit RCRA Clusters XIX and XX, the state did not meet its authorization commitments in accordance with 40 CFR part 271.21(e)(1) and (e) (2)(ii).


New Mexico, like other states, has delayed submission until the Definition of Solid Waste (DSW) becomes final, anticipated in early 2013. The state informed EPA that it is prepared to quickly adopt these Clusters when the DSW becomes final.








			2d) Maintenance of legal authority necessary to carry out delegated program.


			The state of New Mexico adopts the federal RCRA regulations by reference.


			There are no legal deficiencies with the state’s statutes or regulations to carry out the hazardous waste management program.





The EPA will codify RCRA Clusters XIX through XXII once the state is granted authorization to administer portions of the RCRA program revisions.








			SECTION 3:  TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE/ REVIEW PROCESS





			3a)  Permits are reviewed to document consistency with federal requirements, including public participation requirements, financial assurance (including cost estimates for closure/post-closure care) and compliance schedules.  


			


The EPA completed the review of the Person Generating Station permit on January 17, 2013.





The EPA reviews permit modifications sent by NMED on the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant (WIPP).





			


No issues were identified during the review.








These are reviewed on an as-needed basis. 





			


3b) Progress on permits listed on the renewal baseline.










































3b) Progress on permits listed on the renewal baseline. (cont’d.)


			Three facilities are on the permits baseline and twelve are on the renewal baseline. Two renewals of the twelve were completed previously and one renewal has been completed during FY13.





The 2015 baseline has 10 permit renewals listed. This total includes several facilities which are backlogged from the 2011 permit renewal baseline.


			Region 6 would like to continue receiving detailed status updates on the facilities where the permits have been delayed for several years, including Holloman AFB, Kirtland AFB, Sandia, LANL and Western Refining, Gallup Refinery, along with a status update for any other facilities where renewal applications have been received by NMED. 





NMED anticipates only issuing the Western Refining, Gallup Refinery permit this fiscal year. Region 6 would like to see at least one issued this FY.


 


At the end of FY2012, the Gandy Marley permit was proposed as draft by winter of 2012. It is now proposed going to public comment in the summer of 2013.





At the end of FY2012, NMED was going to check into a tank that was never constructed at Holloman AFB showing up in RCRAInfo. Also, was the OD unit the only permitted unit in that permit? Is there another permit for storage at the facility? 





At the end of FY2012, the Advanced Chemical Treatment permit was expected to be issued in the summer of 2013. The most current status update has the draft permit being issued for public comment in June 2013. Was this a misstatement at the 2012 End of Year?





Regarding Los Alamos National Laboratory, at the end of FY2012, NMED committed to check on RCRAInfo data which shows 5 units on the permits baseline. Are these data issues?


NMED also committed to update RCRAInfo data for unit TA54L Area 2 (permitted 12/2010).


The last unit shown is HSWA which NMED put in to cover sitewide NFAs and mods. It is listed as PIIN with an accomplish date of 12/30/2010. Need an update on these actions. Was RCRAInfo updated?





			3c) Additional permits reviewed.


			Currently, no additional permits are to be reviewed.


			N/A





			























3d) Corrective Action documents are reviewed for technical and programmatic consistency with federal requirements. 









































			In 2012, the EPA and NMED provided comments to USACE on the Ramah Ranch Munitions Response Site (associated with WSMR) in order to complete remedial investigation and interim removal action (RI/IRA) in 2012. The EPA understands that the field activities were completed in 2012 and a RI/IRA report will be issued in 2013. 





No RAU determinations have been issued during the first half of the grant year.  

















No RfR candidates have been identified during the first half of the grant year. 


			The EPA will review this document upon receipt and provide comments to NMED and USACE.




















In 2012, Region 6 and NMED identified several facilities that were potential candidates for at least partial RAU determinations. In the second half of the grant year, EPA Region 6 will work with NMED on completing RAU and Status/Type of Use forms (and area-specific CA 725 determinations, if needed) for those sites that qualify.     





As part of this review process, the EPA and NMED will determine if any of the facilities are candidates for or would benefit from an RfR determination.





Region 6 is developing IC/EC training for State Project Managers to assist them with populating CA 770/772 data in RCRAInfo. The training will likely be provided via webinar in the second half of the grant year due to travel constraints.  In order to tailor the training, the Region will first review the status of the IC/EC data in RCRAInfo for New Mexico GPRA baseline facilities.





			3e) Corrective Action progress


			To date, no major milestones were achieved during the FY13 grant year; however, progress was made on a number of units. 





NMED submitted an updated Corrective Action Strategic Planning Spreadsheet on March 8, 2013.














EPA has joint oversight responsibilities with NMED of the RCRA programs at Fort Wingate Depot (FWDA) and at Sparton Technologies. At FWDA, NMED issued the RCRA permit while EPA has Base Closure oversight responsibilities








EPA and NMED have joint authority in Sparton's Consent Decree, with both overseeing corrective action. 


			Overall NMED has made satisfactory progress toward the 2020 target of 95 percent construction complete.





Region 6 is providing oversight and technical assistance to NMED regarding the fuel spill at Kirtland AFB, including ground water modeling (in-house), contract support including review of EDB remediation technologies and a study of natural attenuation of EDB in the Albuquerque Aquifer.





Region 6 submits document review comments to NMED for consideration on FWDA, participates in the semi-annual Base Closure Team meetings, and handles miscellaneous projects outside the scope of the RCRA permit. NMED has been doing a good, thorough job of running the very active program at FWDA.





The joint oversight at Sparton has worked well in recent years.





Also, Region 6 has begun reviewing corrective action documents from Holloman AFB, and will begin sending NMED comments on those.





			SECTION 4:  DATA MANAGEMENT PROCESS





			





4a) Updates databases in a timely manner














4a) Updates databases in a timely manner. (cont’d.)


			RCRAInfo entries are still lagging behind activity completions.





As of midyear, the state had 65 percent coverage of facilities that require Financial Assurance, with 94 percent being up-to-date for that which was entered.





			EPA is working with the state to achieve timely entry into RCRAInfo. The previous month’s activities should be entered into the database by the 7th working day of each month.





A comprehensive review of historical permitting data in RCRAInfo, with particular emphasis on cleaning up data on units currently coded as having interim status is needed. Region 6 will continue to work with NMED to address any data concerns or technical issues with uploading or entering the data into RCRAInfo that may arise.





			SECTION 5:  SUSTAINABILITY PROGRAMS





			5a)  Evaluation of sustainability programs


			





NMED promotes pollution prevention and sustainability through trainings, waste assessments, compliance assistance, technical assistance and environmental leadership recognition through its Green Zia program.


























NMED participates in sustainability conference calls with the EPA and other states in Region 6.


			The EPA and the states work together to promote several national initiatives. The EPA Region 6 would like all of its states to incorporate sustainability into their RCRA projects. Furthermore, Region 6 would like to engage its states and other stakeholders for thoughts on sustainability and applicable processes that could maximize social, environmental and economic benefits. A few examples of these programs are Environmental Justice analysis, risk assessment/risk management, green remediation, stormwater management, sustainable energy and environmental footprint analysis. Since these are voluntary programs, a state’s participation is much appreciated and all state efforts will be viewed as enhancements to the overall RCRA program.





Region 6 appreciates NMED’s participation in regionwide conference calls related to sustainability. 








			STATE-SPECIFIC ISSUES





			





Lamp Crushing




















Lamp Crushing (cont’d.)


			The New Mexico Hazardous Waste Management Regulations at 20.4.1.1001 NMAC provide that universal waste handlers “may intentionally break or crush lamps.” However, 40 CFR  273.31(b) prohibits the dilution or treatment of universal wastes, and the crushing and breaking of lamps is considered treatment. (See 64 FR 36466 at 36478, July 6, 1999.)  


			New Mexico has two options:


1) Modify state  regulations to prohibit lamp crushing by generators under the Universal Waste Rule and order current lamp crushing operations to cease and desist; or,





2)  Resubmit the lamp crushing provision of the state’s regulations with detailed operating requirements, monitoring requirements, and risk analysis to adequately demonstrate your alternative process is equivalent to operations that prohibit treatment of spent lamps.





New Mexico and Region 6 are cooperating to identify lamp crushers and use other regulatory means to provide state control of lamp crushing.















			
COMPLETE


			ACTION ITEM


			AGENCY RESPONSIBLE


			DUE DATE





			  


			List of potential RAU facilities/data problem list


			EPA


			9/15/2012





			  


11/1/2012


			Select permits to review in FY2013


			EPA/NMED


			9/30/2012





			  


			Review the Detailed GPRA Baseline Reports for the 2015 Renewal Baseline and the 2015 Permit Baseline to determine if the units listed are correct, or if these are data quality issues.


			NMED


			12/31/2012





			
3/8/2013


			Update CA Strategic Planning Spreadsheet


			NMED


			9/30/2012





			
3/8/2013 


			Provide detailed status updates on the facilities where permits have been delayed for several years. These include Holloman AFB, Kirtland AFB, Person Generating Station, Sandia, LANL and Western Refining, Gallup Refinery.


			NMED


			12/31/2012





			


			RAU/RfR training


			EPA


			TBD





			


			Authorization Training


			EPA


			TBD
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			STATE OF NEW MEXICO


RESOURCE CONSERVATION AND RECOVERY ACT (RCRA) HAZARDOUS WASTE GRANT PROGRAM


2013 Midyear Report – Grant #00625313





The tasks described below are in support of the EPA’s Strategic Plan Goal 3: Cleaning Up Communities and Advancing Sustainable Development, Objectives 3.2: Preserve Land and 3.3: Restore Land.





			PROGRAM ELEMENT:  Authorization


($25,000 in RCRA Section 3011 grant funds were provided for this activity.)





			Activity A: Authorization of Rules





RCRA Cluster XXI (July 1, 2010 through June 30, 2011)  





Task 1:  The NMED will consider the optional rules in Cluster XXI. If NMED adopts the rules in Cluster XXI it will submit a complete draft application for the RCRA Cluster XXI no later than May 31, 2013.





Task 2:  The EPA will provide review comments within forty-five (45) days of receipt of a complete draft application for the respective RCRA Cluster.





Task 3:  The NMED will submit a complete final application for each RCRA Cluster within thirty (30) days of receipt of the EPA’s comments.





EPA Comments:  New Mexico, like other states, has delayed submission until the Definition of Solid Waste (DSW) becomes final, anticipated in early 2013. The state informed EPA that it is prepared to quickly adopt Cluster XX when the DSW becomes final.





RCRA Cluster XXII (July 1, 2011 through June 30, 2012) draft application is due to the Region by June 30, 2013. The state modification deadline is July 1, 2013, (or July 1, 2014 if a state statutory change is necessary).





			Activity B:  Adoption of New Hazardous Waste Rules





Task 1:  NMED will submit a complete RCRA authorization draft application for regulations as outlined above for each fiscal year, contingent upon the receipt from The EPA of the necessary guidelines at least 270 days before the required submittal date.





Task 2:  NMED should request an extension every year for submittal of draft applications before adopting new rules required per 40 CFR 271.21. This will allow revisions to New Mexico’s hazardous wastes regulations and statutes.





EPA Comments:  At midyear of FY 2013, the state of New Mexico RCRA Clusters XIX, XX and XXI were overdue. The submission dates for RCRA Clusters XIX, XX and XXI were June 30, 2010, June 30, 2011 and June 30, 2012, respectively. However, the state of New Mexico anticipated adoption of the federal rules that are in RCRA Clusters XIX through XXI soon after the DSW becomes final. The modification deadline for RCRA Cluster XXI was July 1, 2012, or July 1, 2013, if the state has regulatory or statutory amendments in accordance with 271.21(e)(2)(v).





			Activity C:  EPA/State Authorization Coordination Activities





Task 1:  During the year, the EPA and NMED will actively participate in identifying problems and developing solutions and strategies for the authorization process.


Task 2:  NMED will support the EPA’s codification of the State’s authorized hazardous waste program when it grants final authorization.





Task 3:  NMED and the EPA will develop work share agreements, as necessary to build the State’s capability and ensure efficient use of state and federal resources for environmental results.





Task 4:  NMED will work with the EPA to address authorization concerns and receive final authorization for federal rules previously adopted but not authorized.





EPA Comments:  The EPA informed NMED during the 2011 and 2012 End of Year reviews that delaying adoption of Cluster XX may impact the state’s permitting program. While the state does not anticipate any impacts from the delay, the EPA is prepared to work with the state through joint permitting to address any potential impacts that may develop.





			Activity D:  Maintain Equivalency to the Federal Program 





Task 1:  NMED will maintain equivalency to the federal program during NMED initiated program modifications – statutory, regulatory and administrative.





Task 2:  NMED will notify the EPA within sixty (60) days of any state legislative changes that could become a national concern or impact the state’s authorized program. The state will submit to the EPA regulatory changes and state-initiated program modifications – statutory, regulator and administrative (see 40 CFR 271.21) – within 60 (sixty) days of their effective date. 





EPA Comments:  The state shall keep the EPA fully informed of any proposed modifications to its basic statutory or regulatory authority, its forms, procedures or priorities in accordance with 271.21(a).





			Activity E:  Authorization of Major Rules





States are encouraged to seek authorization for major rules that expand the scope of state programs, such as Land Disposal Restrictions, Corrective Action, and Air Emissions Rules, and authorization of less stringent rules that improve the management of certain waste such as the Universal Waste Rule. 





EPA Comments:  The State of New Mexico is authorized for all the major rules and some of the less stringent federal regulations.


Effective March 23, 2012, the state of New Mexico program revisions for RCRA Clusters X through XVIII have been codified into 40 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) parts 272.





			Activity F:  Authorization of Optional Rules





Task 1:  States are encouraged to seek authorization for Delisting. The EPA Region 6 will provide training for those states seeking this authorization.





Task 2:  States are encouraged to seek authorization of less stringent rules that improve the management of certain waste, such as the Universal Waste Rule.





EPA Comments:  The State of New Mexico has not expressed interest in seeking authorization for delisted waste.





			Activity G:  Codification





EPA comments: EPA will codify RCRA Clusters XIX through XXII when the New Mexico is granted authorization to administer portions of the RCRA program revisions.





			PROGRAM ELEMENT:  Permitting and Closure


($185,000 in RCRA Section 3011 grant funds were provided for this activity.)





			Objective:  The strategic goals for permit and closure activities at hazardous waste facilities are:


1. Demonstrate substantial progress in permitting land disposal and combustion facilities consistent with the Government Performance and Results Act (GPRA) facilities*.


2. Demonstrate substantial progress in reducing risks at inactive land disposal facilities. 





Facilities Not Under Control: 


· Roswell Compressor Station No. 9 (NMED expects to issue Post-Closure	Order in FY2013.)		


· Sandia National Laboratory for the U.S. DOE	


· U.S. DOE Los Alamos National Laboratory



			FY12-FY15 PERMIT RENEWAL BASELINE





			EPA ID


			Facility Name


			Completion Date





			NM2750211235


			U.S. ARMY, WHITE SANDS MISSILE RANGE


			01/08/2010





			NM4890139088


			USDOE WASTE ISOLATION PILOT PLANT


			12/30/2010





			NM0001002484


			GANDY MARLEY INC TRIASSIC PARK


			1





			NM6572124422


			HOLLOMAN AIR FORCE BASE


			





			NM9570024423


			KIRTLAND AIR FORCE BASE


			





			NMT360010342


			PNM PERSON GENERATING STATION


			9/6/2012





			NMD002208627


			ADVANCED CHEMICAL TREATMENT (was RINCHEM COMPANY, INC.)


			





			NMD980698849


			SAFETY-KLEEN SYSTEMS INC


			





			NMD000804294


			SAFETY-KLEEN SYSTEMS INC


			





			NM5890110518


			SANDIA NATIONAL LABORATORIES / NM


			2





			NM0890010515


			U.S. DOE/NNSA LOS ALAMOS NATIONAL LABORATORY


			





			NMD000333211


			WESTERN REFINING SOUTHWEST INC.- GALLUP REFINERY


			3














1 Anticipated to be issued in FY2013.


2 Draft permit issued for public comment on September 17, 2012.


3 The number and type of comments received took additional time and Legal involvement. NMED expects to resolve issues with the facility and issue the permit in FY2013.





			Task 1:  OP200 - Renewals


OP200 Final Determinations for Land Disposal, Combustion, Storage/Treatment Facilities - The state will complete one OP200 activity.





 EPA Comments:  None, as of midyear.








			Task 2:  PC 200 - Final Determinations


PC200 Final Determinations Incorporating Unpermitted Units at Land Disposal Post-Closure (GPRA Facilities Only)*


Anticipated Post-Closure activities may be incorporated into Permitting activities under Task 1 and Task 2. 





EPA Comments: The Final Determination was completed for the Dry Well unit at Person Generating Station.








			Task 3:  PC 240 - Permit Modifications


PC240 Permit Modifications Incorporating Unpermitted Units at Land Disposal Post-Closure (GPRA Facilities Only)*


Anticipated Post-Closure activities may be incorporated into Permitting activities under Task 1 and Task 2. 





EPA Comments: None, as of midyear.








			Task 4:  CA360, CA370, CA380


The state will complete 1 activity. These actions can be any combination of:


· CL360 Closure Plan Approvals


· CL370 Closure Certifications and


· CL380 Closure Verifications





EPA Comments:  None, as of midyear.








			Task 5:  OP200


The state will continue to be aware of facilities on the GPRA Permitting and Post-Closure Baseline and work towards the “control” of these facilities through Permits or other appropriate instruments.


The state will complete 1 OP200 renewal activity. 





* Includes GPRA Permits Baseline facilities and Technical Areas at LANL and SNL are equivalent to "facilities."





 EPA Comments:  None, as of midyear. 

















			PROGRAM ELEMENT:  Corrective Action


($285,000 in RCRA Section 3011 grant funds were provided for this activity.)





			Objective:  The Corrective Action program has four program goals:


1. Focus program resources and actions at 2020 GPRA facilities.


2. Continue to emphasize the stabilization initiative.


3. Maximize actual environmental results.


4. Streamline and accelerate the pace of the program.  


The list below includes facilities that New Mexico may have regarding corrective action activities at specific units (SWMUs or AOCs) to meet Task 1 (CA350, CA375, CA450, CA999) and Task 2 (CA400, CA550, CA600, CA650) of the Corrective Action Element of the Grant Work Plan.








			EPA ID


			Facility Name





			NM7572124454


			Cannon Air Force Base





			NM6213820974


			Fort Wingate Depot Activity





			NMD089416416


			Western Refining – Bloomfield





			NMD000333211


			Western Refining – Gallup





			NM6572124422


			Holloman Air Force Base





			NM9570024423


			Kirtland Air Force Base





			NM8800019434


			NASA Johnson Space Center White Sands Test Facility





			NMD048918817


			Navajo Refining Company





			NM5890110518


			Sandia National Laboratories/NM





			NMD083212332


			Sparton Technologies





			NM0890010515


			U.S. NNSA/DOE Los Alamos National Laboratory





			NM5572124456


			US Air Force Melrose Range





			NM4213720101


			USAADACEN & Ft. Bliss





			NM2750211235


			White Sands Missile Range




















			Task 1:  CA350, CA375, CA450 and CA999 


The state will complete three activities located at GPRA facilities. These actions can be any combination of:


· CA350 CM Approved/Remedy Selected


· CA375 Decision on Petition for No Further Action


· CA450 Corrective Measures Design Approved


· CA999 CA Process Terminated





EPA Comments: Petitions for No Further Action Required (CA375) were approved for three units at Sandia National Laboratory, meeting the annual grant commitment.





			Task 2:  CA400, CA550, CA600 and CA650 at GPRA Facilities 


The state will complete four activities located at GPRA facilities. These actions can be any combination of:


· CA400 Date for Remedy Selection


· CA550 Certification of Remedy Completion or Construction Completion


· CA600 Stabilization Measures Implements


· CA650 Stabilization Construction Completed


EPA Comments:  Twenty-one activities were complete at midyear.


· 16 CA400’s for units at Los Alamos National Laboratory


·   5 CA550RC’s for units at Holloman Air Force Base.





			Task 3:  CA725s – Human Exposures Controlled  facilitywide at GPRA Facilities


(NMED is not expecting further accomplishment on CA725 activities during the 2013 grant period.)





EPA Comments:    Under Control NOT Achieved:


· US DOE Los Alamos Scientific Laboratory (LANL)1	 


· US Army Ft. Wingate


· Giant Refining- Bloomfield	 





1 As reported during the 2012 End of Year Review, LANL will not be achieving CA725 in the near future, because reallocation of resources to the removal of TRU wastes from TA-54 MDA G. LANL still has some characterization work to complete. Based on the schedule in the Consent Order, LANL is expected to have characterization work completed by 2015. Depending on the success of removing waste from TA-54 MDA-G, NMED will consider moving Consent Order compliance dates into the future. As of now, NMED is not considering changing the compliance schedule in the Consent Order. NMED is waiting to determine the progress being made on the waste removal. 





			Task 4:  CA750 – Groundwater Releases Controlled facilitywide at GPRA Facilities


(NMED is not expecting further accomplishment on CA750 activities during the 2013 grant period.)





			Task 5:  CA400 – Facilitywide Remedy Selection


(NMED is not expecting further accomplishment on CA400 activities during the 2013 grant period.)





			Task 6:  CA550 – Facilitywide Construction Completion


(NMED is not expecting further accomplishment on CA550 activities during the 2013 grant period.)








			Corrective Action Status for the 23 New Mexico Facilities on the 2020 RCRA GPRA Corrective Action Baseline





			Code


			FY 091


			FY102


			FY113


			


FY124





			FY 135


Midyear


			FY20 Goal





			CA725 Human Exposures


			20/23


87%


			20/23


87%


			20/23


87%


			20/23


87%


			20/23


87%


			22/23


95%





			CA750 Ground Water


			14/23


61%


			14/23


61%


			14/23


61%


			14/23


61%


			14/23


61%


			22/23


95%





			CA400 Site-wide Remedy Selection


			8/23


35%


			8/23


35%


			9/23


39%


			9/23


39%


			9/23


39%


			n/a





			CA550 Site-wide Construction Complete


			8/23


35%


			8/23


35%


			10/23


44%


			10/23


44 %


			10/23


44%


			22/23


95%





			
1 Actual number of facilities on baseline achieving measurement as of 07/10/2009.
2 Actual number of facilities on baseline achieving measurement as of 08/02/2010.
3 Actual number of facilities on baseline achieving measurement as of 01/07/2011.
4 Actual number of facilities on baseline achieving measurement as of 07/16/2012.
5 Actual number of facilities on baseline achieving measurement as of 01/14/2013.

























































































EPA Comments:  No change this FY. NMED is on track to meet 2020 GRPA goals. 





			Task 7:  Ready-for-Reuse Program


Participation in the Ready-for-Reuse Program – The state will seek opportunities to promote redevelopment at TSD facilities, generators, and other sites using EPA Ready-for-Reuse program guidance.





The EPA and NMED will work together to enhance greener cleanups. Through training and greater collaboration during site-specific cleanups, the EPA and NMED will encourage the following remediation principles and practices:


· Reuse:  Reusing material onsite during remediation activities, such as using onsite water for dust suppression, reusing empty cylinders or tanks, reusing bricks extracted during demolition;


· Recycling:  Salvaging and selling scrap materials;


· Waste Stream Reduction:  Treating wastes onsite versus transfer for offsite disposal, carefully managing wastes streams to segregate wastes into lesser categories (determined on a case-by-case basis), and;


· Resource Conservation:  Using cleaner energy, using alternative energy sources and reducing the volume of clean water needed. 


EPA Comments: During the first half of the grant year, no Ready for Reuse candidates were identified, nor were any partial or sitewide Ready for Anticipated Use (RAU) determinations issued. In the second half of 2013, Region 6 will work with NMED to identify any sites eligible for RAU and assist the state in preparation of the RAU and Status/Type of Use forms (and area-specific CA 725 determinations, if needed). As part of this review process, the EPA and NMED will determine if any of the facilities are candidates for, or would benefit from, an RfR determination.





In 2013, Region 6 will coordinate with NMED on methods/opportunities to provide sustainable revitalization/green remediation/siting renewable energy on contaminated lands training for state staff. In addition to those topics, the Region could also provide training on RAU reporting, Ready for Reuse determinations, vapor intrusion, and GPRA/RCRA Corrective Action measures, similar to training provided to other Region 6 states. Region 6 is also developing IC/EC training to assist State Project Managers with entering CA 770/772 data into RCRAInfo.





			Task 8:  Corrective Action Strategic Planning 


Region 6 and the NMED have worked together in the past to meet or exceed the New Mexico's  portion of the environmental milestones (goals) set by the  EPA’s Office of Resource Conservation and Recovery and reported to Congress. In this spirit of cooperation, the EPA Region 6 asks NMED to update the information sites on the 2020 corrective action baseline which have not achieved one or more of the following environmental milestones for RCRA Corrective Action:  


1) Current Human Exposures Under Control (CA725),


2) Migration of Contaminated Ground Water Under Control (CA750),


3) Site-wide Remedy Selected (CA400) and


4) Site-wide Construction Complete (CA550). 





The State should provide information in a form, table or spreadsheet. Information fields will include:  


1) Specific class of environmental contamination;


2) Identification of contaminated media with potential for human exposure;


3) Type of controls required to address human exposure; 


4) Estimated date human exposure will be controlled; 


5) Status of ground water cleanup efforts;


6) Type of controls required to address ground water migration; 


7) Estimated date when migration will be controlled; 


8) Projected date for sitewide construction completion or no further action; and


9) Projected date for sitewide remedy construction completion or no further action. 





This information will be invaluable in planning and in managing facilities for the purposes of achieving the 2020 goals and providing information when requested by the Office of Resource Conservation and Recovery and Congress. 





To further enhance the corrective action tracking system for the attainment of the 2020 Corrective Action goals, the region will request semi-annual updates of estimated projections for completion of facilitywide CA550 (construction completion).





EPA Comments: The state submitted an updated CA Strategic Planning Spreadsheet March 8, 2013. 





			PROGRAM ELEMENT:  Promotion of Waste Minimization and Pollution Prevention





			Objective:  The Resource Conservation Challenge (RCC) is a major national effort to find flexible ways to conserve national resources through waste reduction/minimization and energy recovery. The RCC is broken into four areas:  municipal solid waste, green initiatives (electronics), beneficial use of materials (coal combustion products, slag, construction and demolition materials, and foundry sands), and priority chemical reduction. The focus of this section of the grant is on priority chemical reduction. The priority chemical list includes 31 chemical that are persistent and bioaccumulative.





The NMED encourages priority chemical reduction through its Green Zia Program, a voluntary program that encourages results by publicly recognizing and showcasing the source reduction, recycling, and advanced manufacturing accomplishments of industrial facilities who commit to preventing pollution, including reducing priority chemical use in products, and minimizing waste generation, including priority chemical waste streams. The NMED also reaches out to small businesses through its technical assistance visits, which not only provide enforcement-free compliance assistance but also identify best management practices to further the goals of pollution prevention and waste minimization.





The NMED will provide ideas for potential priority chemical reduction or other chemical reduction projects. EPA will provide technical assistance and support the State’s waste minimization / pollution prevention, and energy recovery efforts. EPA will recognize and promote the Green Zia program and other NMED programs related to the RCC. 





The NMED agrees to undertake the following waste minimization and pollution prevention activities in support of this program element:


1. Assist in educating the regulated communities about pollution prevention and waste minimization through its technical assistance program including at least 50 technical assistance visits at small businesses,


2. Incorporate pollution prevention and waste minimization outreach into inspections,


3. Determine compliance with waste minimization requirements,


4. Promote the NMED Green Zia Program to expand participation of small businesses, and 


5. Look for opportunities to use supplemental environmental projects for waste minimization and pollution prevention activities involving priority chemicals. 





EPA Comments:  The EPA and the states work together to promote several national initiatives. The EPA Region 6 would like all of its states to incorporate sustainability into their RCRA projects. Furthermore, Region 6 would like to engage its states and other stakeholders for thoughts on sustainability and applicable processes that could maximize social, environmental and economic benefits. A few examples of these programs are Environmental Justice analysis, risk assessment/risk management, green remediation, stormwater management, sustainable energy and environmental footprint analysis. Since these are voluntary programs, a state’s participation is much appreciated and all state efforts will be viewed as enhancements to the overall RCRA program. NMED participates in sustainability conference calls with the EPA and other states in Region 6.





			PROGRAM ELEMENT:  Environmental Justice





			Objective:  Through the New Mexico Environmental Justice Executive Order 2205-056, NMED is  committed to affording all New Mexicans, including people of color and low-income communities, fair treatment and meaningful opportunities for involvement in the development, implementation and enforcement of environmental laws and regulations regardless of race, creed, color, national origin, gender, disability, religious or political affiliation, income or educational level. 





NMED Comments: NMED has established two Environmental Justice Liaisons to work with New Mexicans and New Mexico Communities on environmental justice concerns and issues through extensive community outreach and through increased notice and participation in permitting activities and public hearings. NMED agrees to continue to seek public input and comment on environmental concerns in New Mexico communities while conducting Permitting, Corrective Action, and Enforcement activities under the RCRA Program. 





EPA Comments: NMED has extensive public outreach and opportunities for public comment on agency activities.





			PROGRAM ELEMENT:  Program Management


($40,000 in RCRA Section 3011 grant funds were provided for this activity.)





			Objective:  The EPA will transmit all significant guidance documents to NMED with a cover letter clearly stating the purpose of the documents. Within 45 days after receipt, NMED will provide the EPA a written response identifying any problems with guidance implementation. The EPA and NMED will strive to jointly arrive at a solution/decision on guidance implementation. 





EPA Comments:  Ongoing





			Activity A:  Performance Reports


Performance reports will be submitted to the EPA within 30 days of the midyear and end of year of the grant. These reports will contain brief information on the following: 


1. A comparison of actual accomplishments to the commitments in the work plan. 


2. If reasonable progress toward meeting grant commitments is not documented at midyear and/or annual commitments are not met at end of year, the reason, including: 


 (a)   Problems, delays, or adverse conditions which will materially impair the state’s ability to meet the grant commitments; 
 (b)   A statement of the action taken, or contemplated; and 
 (c)   Any assistance needed to resolve the situation. 


       3.   Favorable developments which enable the state to exceed grant commitments. 



EPA Comments:  Midyear reports were due February 1, 2013. On March 8, 2013, NMED submitted an updated narrative of the status of permits, a list of training provided to staff and an updated Corrective Action Strategic Planning spreadsheet.





			Activity B:  Quality Assurance


The NMED must submit an updated Quality Assurance Project Plan (QAPP) and a Quality Management Plan (QMP) by the end of February of each year during the grant period. If there have been no changes to either Plan from the previous FY, NMED must submit new signature pages and documentation stating that both Plans are current. At the time this work plan was approved, both the QMP and QAPP were to expire on March 31, 2012. 





EPA Comments:  The state’s QMP and QAPP were submitted February 12, 2013, were approved as submitted, and are valid until April 1, 2014. 





			Activity C:  Training


The NMED will present the RCRA core curriculum courses or their equivalent as needed for new staff and ensure all NMED personnel are kept up-to-date in all new rules and regulations. Training for RCRA inspectors must be provided to ensure compliance with EPA Order 3500.1. 





EPA Comments: NMED provides staff training and ensures that staff maintain required certifications. EPA’s opportunities to present training, including authorization, RCRAInfo, and land revitalization, are restricted by the Agency’s reduced travel budget. Region 6 is working to create online training where possible.





			Activity D:  Monthly grant conference calls


The NMED and the EPA will participate in a monthly conference call on the second Wednesday of each month (if there are agenda items) to discuss grant commitment accomplishments and other issues. 





EPA Comments:  Conference calls are held on the second Tuesday of each month, when there are issues to discuss.





			Activity E:  Foreign Waste Reporting


The NMED will collect and keep on file the following:


1. Copies of all notifications of intent to receive foreign waste from treatment, storage, and disposal facilities (40 CFR 264.12) and


2. Copies of manifests showing shipments of hazardous waste originating from, or exported to, foreign countries. 





EPA Comments:  Ongoing





			Activity F:  Final Financial Report


The Final Financial Report (FFR) for 2013 will be submitted no later than 90 days after the close of the program year on June 30, 2013. 





EPA Comments:  The 2012 FFR was submitted in on September 28, 2012, and the grant was closed out on October 12, 2012. The 2013 FFR is due on 
September 31, 2013.





			Program Element:  Information Management


($40,000 in RCRA Section 3011 grant funds were provided for this activity.)





			Objective:  The NMED must maintain RCRAInfo in order to provide a complete and accurate picture of program accomplishments. The data retrieved from RCRAInfo should be reliable in order to support the RCRA program goals developed for the GPRA. The reporting of national RCRAInfo core elements and institutional control/engineering control information is necessary to review and track RCRA program progress toward GPRA goals. 





			Activity A:  RCRAInfo


The NMED will enter all quality assured data into the EPA database by the seventh working day of each month. The NMED should review and improve the current RCRA universes to assure a nationally consistent information base.





Data quality – To assist in the quality and timing of data entry, Region 6 will provide the necessary training for the state to review and address the data quality issues. Region 6 will continue to work with the state to address the issues, directly, through a work share or other agreements. 





EPA Comments:  More focus is needed to ensure that data entry for Permitting data, IC/EC data in the Corrective Action module, and Financial Assurance is updated in a timely manner. EPA will continue to review the historical RCRAInfo data in all modules for accuracy, work with NMED to research and correct the data, and provide assistance and training with current data entry as needed. 





			Activity B:  Hazardous Waste Report (HWR) 


The NMED will collect and assure the quality of its data for the Biennial Hazardous Waste Report, and will accomplish full submission and quality assurance (e.g., pass basic edits) of HWR data to the EPA by the deadline.





EPA Comments: EPA will notify NMED when the Biennial Report (BR) Implementation Schedule for the 2013 cycle is issued by ORCR in 2014.





			Program Element:  Compliance Evaluation and  Monitoring


($325,000 in RCRA Section 3011 grant funds were provided for Compliance Evaluation and Monitoring/Enforcement Activities .)





			Compliance Evaluation and Monitoring Objective:  The EPA and NMED will agree on the universe of facilities from which Compliance Evaluation Inspections (CEI) or other comparable evaluations will be selected. Should the inspection universe for NMED change during the year, adjustments will be made to the inspection targets.


Fifty-six inspections will be conducted during the grant year at the following:


· CEIs at Federal TSD Facilities – 8 


· CEIs at non-Federal TSDFs – 3 


· CEIs at non TSDF LQGs1 – 6 


· CEIs at non TSDF SQGs – 29 


· CEIs at Others2  – 10 





CEIs performed by EPA during the FY, either in conjunction with NMED or solely, will count towards NMED’s grant commitment.





In addition to routine CEIs, the NMED will strive to employ alternative evaluations in its compliance program, such as Follow-Up Inspections (FUI), Focused Compliance Inspections (FCI), Multimedia Inspections, Corrective Action Compliance Evaluations (CAC), Compliance Schedule Evaluations (CSC), Groundwater Monitoring Evaluations (GME), and non-Financial Record Reviews (NRR).





The NMED commits to performing at least 20 percent of all CEIs at facilities that have never been inspected or have not been inspected within the last 10 years. 





1 The universe of non TSDF LQGs is drawn from the 2005 National Biennial Reporting System universe (28 facilities).


2 Includes CESQGs, Transporters, Non-Notifiers, Used Oil, Universal Waste, etc.





EPA Comments:  The Compliance and Enforcement Report will be attached when received from Region 6 Compliance Assurance and Enforcement Division.





			Program Element:  Enforcement


($325,000 in RCRA Section 3011 grant funds were provided for Compliance Evaluation and Monitoring/Enforcement Activities.)





			Enforcement Objective: Maintain a high rate of compliance in accordance with the US EPA Hazardous Waste Civil Enforcement Response Policy (December 2003) by taking timely, visible, and appropriate enforcement actions against violators. Focus formal enforcement on the most environmentally significant handlers and encourage a holistic view of compliance through support of multimedia enforcement. The NMED agrees to use the following enforcement tools:  notices of violation (NOV), compliance orders, consent orders, civil penalties, compliance schedules, and supplemental environmental projects. The NMED will, when appropriate, expedite enforcement actions against Significant Non-Compliers by requesting settlement conferences at the NOV stage rather than waiting for formal enforcement actions to develop.





EPA Comments:  The Compliance and Enforcement Report will be attached when received from Region 6 Compliance Assurance and Enforcement Division.





On February 6, 2013, Region 6 held a call with Western Refining to discuss compliance issues related to a 2009 CAFO and to express EPA’s dissatisfaction with Western’s progress in implementing the CAFO and overall compliance with federal environmental requirements. In particular, the EPA raised concern that the newly constructed Waste Water Treatment facility, built to ensure that Western treatment standards for benzene waste waters prior to discharge to surface Impoundments, continues to exceed treatment standards since it went on line. NMED, a co-party to the CAFO, also participated in the call.  





			Total Federal Funding: $900,000
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Agenda
NMED RCRA Grant #00625313
Midyear Review – March 18, 2013
via conference call
Conf Line: 866-299-3188 code: 214-665-2179





2:00 -- 2:05 	Introductions	John Kieling, Susan Spalding


2:05 – 2:10	Authorization	Alima Patterson


2:10 – 2:15	Permitting
GPRA Progress 	Cheryl Scott
Strategy	Gary Miller


2:15 – 2:20	Corrective Action
GPRA Progress/Strategy 	Dave Vogler


2:20 – 2:25	Land Revitalization	Jeanne Schulze


2:25 – 2:30	Promotion of Waste Minimization and Pollution Prevention	Joyce Stubblefield


2:30 – 2:35	Environmental Justice	John Kieling


2:35 – 2:40	Program Management	Cheryl Scott


2:40 – 2:45	Information Management	Sontina Powell


2:45 – 2:50	Compliance and Enforcement	Mary Tucker


2:50 – 3:05	FY 11 Oversight Document
General Overview	Susan Spalding 
Permitting Program Review	Gary Miller
Corrective Action Oversight	Dave Vogler
Federal Green Challenge	Melissa Smith
Follow-up Items	Cheryl Scott


3:05 – 3:15	Training Requests and Technical Assistance	Susan Spalding
		EPA training and budget issues  
		Technical assistance at Kirtland AFB fuel spill


3:15 – 3:20	2013 All States Meeting update	Steve Pullen/Nick Stone


3:20 – 3:30	Other Issues
		Update on EPA budget and grant funding	Susan Spalding		Potential Impacts of IG Audit	Susan Spalding
		DOE/DoD sequestration impacts	John Kieling


3:30	Adjourn 










From: Scott, Cheryl-m
To: Carter, Cathy; Ehrhart, Richard; Ellinger, Scott; Fruitwala, Kishor; Hendrickson, Charles; Hubner, Tara; King, Laurie; Loesel, Matthew; Mayer,


Richard; Miller, Gary; Patterson, Alima; Potts, Mark; Powell, Sontina; Rush, Randall; Schulze, Jeanne; Scott, Cheryl-m; Smith, Melissa; Spalding,
Susan; Stone, Nick; Stubblefield, Joyce; Tidmore, Guy; Torcoletti, Paul; Tucker, Mary; Vogler, David; Dave.Cobrain@state.nm.us;
james.valdez@state.nm.us; john.kieling@state.nm.us; steve.pullen@state.nm.us


Subject: NMED 2013 RCRA Midyear Review packet - FINAL
Date: Tuesday, April 09, 2013 4:13:03 PM
Attachments: NMED 2013 MY.pdf


Please find attached the finalized packet for the Midyear Review of NMED’s 2013 RCRA Grant.
 
Cheryl M. Scott
State/Tribal Oversight (6PD-O)
US EPA, Region 6
214-665-2179


 



mailto:/O=EXCHANGELABS/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=FD651771CDA548A696557189926CA445-SCOTT, CHERYL-M

mailto:carter.cathy@epa.gov

mailto:ehrhart.richard@epa.gov

mailto:Ellinger.Scott@epa.gov

mailto:Fruitwala.Kishor@epa.gov

mailto:hendrickson.charles@epa.gov

mailto:Hubner.Tara@epa.gov

mailto:king.laurie@epa.gov

mailto:loesel.matthew@epa.gov

mailto:mayer.richard@epa.gov

mailto:mayer.richard@epa.gov

mailto:Miller.Gary@epa.gov

mailto:Patterson.Alima@epa.gov

mailto:Potts.Mark@epa.gov

mailto:Powell.Sontina@epa.gov

mailto:Rush.Randall@epa.gov

mailto:Schulze.Jeanne@epa.gov

mailto:scott.cheryl-m@epa.gov

mailto:Smith.Melissa@epa.gov

mailto:Spalding.Susan@epa.gov

mailto:Spalding.Susan@epa.gov

mailto:stone.nick@epa.gov

mailto:Stubblefield.Joyce@epa.gov

mailto:tidmore.guy@epa.gov

mailto:Torcoletti.Paul@epa.gov

mailto:tucker.mary@epa.gov

mailto:Vogler.David@epa.gov

mailto:Dave.Cobrain@state.nm.us

mailto:james.valdez@state.nm.us

mailto:john.kieling@state.nm.us

mailto:steve.pullen@state.nm.us












Midyear Review Notes 
NMED RCRA Grant #00625313 



March 18, 2013 via conference call 
EPA: 
Rick Ehrhart 
Scott Ellinger 
Kishor Fruitwala 
Chuck Hendrickson 
Laurie King 
Gary Miller 
Alima Patterson 



Sontina Powell 
Jeanne Schulze 
Cheryl Scott 
Susan Spalding 
Melissa Smith 
Nick Stone 
Joyce Stubblefield 
Paul Torcoletti 



David Vogler 
 
NMED: 
John Kieling 
Dave Cobrain 
James Valdez 
Steve Pullen 



 



These are not intended to be a comprehensive report of the Midyear Review, but to note additional 
items of interest that aren’t included in the Workplan Matrix or Oversight Document. 



Promotion of Waste Minimization and Pollution Prevention:  The Resource Conservation 
Challenge is no longer an active EPA program. EPA’s current initiative is focused on sustainable 
materials management. Region 6 will send NMED language to reflect this change for the 2014 
workplan. 



EPA is currently talking with the Veterans Administration in New Mexico about joining the Federal 
Green Challenge and plans to announce the program’s 2012 award winners in the coming weeks. 



Environmental Justice:  In the future, NMED will submit information about specific outreach 
initiatives to highlight a few of the state’s successes. 



EPA will research information about what is believed to be an old Title VI complaint at the Triassic 
Park site and send the information to NMED. 



Technical Assistance:  One project related to the fuel spill at Kirtland AFB has been awarded and 
work started the second week of March. This is the review of EDB remediations nationwide. The 
report is due in 90 days. The region expects to get the OK to fund the second project, isotope-specific 
degradation, in the next 30 days. 



Sequestration:  NMED reported that state inspectors were at Kirtland AFB this week and had 
experienced problems gaining access because DoD staff were not available to escort the inspectors. 
The inspectors were told that the cutbacks in staffing were due to sequestration. 



NMED reported that they had been informed that the Corps in Albuquerque is furloughing staff one 
day per week. The Department of Energy informed NMED that they are waiting to hear how the 
sequestration will be implemented.  



The region expects grant funds to be reduced in the 2014 budget and could have funds left from 2013 
to help. Right now, the agency is in a holding pattern. Region 6 expects to have more information 
about the budget and its impact on grant awards in a month. 



IG Audit:  Region is reviewing the IG’s draft report of its recent audit of water and air grants to NMED 
to determine if EPA’s oversight should be revised. 



RCRA All States Meeting:  The region has sent a formal invitation to headquarters. Suzanne 
Rudzinski hopes to have the travel funds to attend. If not, we have arranged for a video conference 
set up. We will also use webinars so state staff who can’t attend may participate. 
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STATE OF NEW MEXICO 
RESOURCE CONSERVATION AND RECOVERY ACT (RCRA) HAZARDOUS WASTE GRANT PROGRAM 



2013 Midyear Report – Grant #00625313 
 



The tasks described below are in support of the EPA’s Strategic Plan Goal 3: Cleaning Up Communities and Advancing Sustainable Development, Objectives 3.2: 
Preserve Land and 3.3: Restore Land. 



PROGRAM ELEMENT:  Authorization 
($25,000 in RCRA Section 3011 grant funds were provided for this activity.) 



Activity A: Authorization of Rules 
 
RCRA Cluster XXI (July 1, 2010 through June 30, 2011)   
 
Task 1:  The NMED will consider the optional rules in Cluster XXI. If NMED adopts the rules in Cluster XXI it will submit a complete draft application for the RCRA 
Cluster XXI no later than May 31, 2013. 
 
Task 2:  The EPA will provide review comments within forty-five (45) days of receipt of a complete draft application for the respective RCRA Cluster. 
 
Task 3:  The NMED will submit a complete final application for each RCRA Cluster within thirty (30) days of receipt of the EPA’s comments. 
 
EPA Comments:  Because New Mexico adopts federal rules by incorporation, the state has delayed submission of RCRA Clusters until EPA issues the final 
Definition of Solid Waste (DSW). The state informed EPA that it is prepared to quickly adopt Cluster XX though XXII when the DSW becomes final in FY2014. 
 
RCRA Cluster XXII (July 1, 2011 through June 30, 2012) draft application is due to the Region by June 30, 2013. The state modification deadline is July 1, 2013, 
(or July 1, 2014 if a state statutory change is necessary). 



Activity B:  Adoption of New Hazardous Waste Rules 
 
Task 1: In accordance with 40 CFR 271.21(e), states must modify their programs to reflect federal program changes and must subsequently submit the 
modification to EPA for approval. The state program must be modified within one year of the date of the federal program change. States are encouraged to adopt 
new hazardous waste rules promulgated by EPA and published in the Federal Register from July 1, 1984, through the most recent cluster, to maintain regulatory 
equivalency and program authorization. Also the state should keep EPA fully informed of any proposed modifications to its basic statutory or regulatory authority, 
its forms procedures or priorities. 
 
EPA Comments:  At midyear of FY 2013, the state of New Mexico RCRA Clusters XIX, XX and XXI were overdue. The submission dates for RCRA Clusters XIX, 
XX and XXI were June 30, 2010, June 30, 2011 and June 30, 2012, respectively. However, the state of New Mexico anticipated adoption of the federal rules in 
RCRA Clusters XIX through XXI soon after the DSW becomes final. The modification deadline for RCRA Cluster XXI was July 1, 2012, or July 1, 2013, if the state 
has regulatory or statutory amendments in accordance with 271.21(e)(2)(v). 



Activity C:  EPA/State Authorization Coordination Activities 
 
Task 1:  During the year, the EPA and NMED will actively participate in identifying problems and developing solutions and strategies for the authorization process. 
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Task 2:  NMED will support the EPA’s codification of the State’s authorized hazardous waste program when it grants final authorization. 
 
Task 3:  NMED and the EPA will develop work share agreements, as necessary to build the State’s capability and ensure efficient use of state and federal 
resources for environmental results. 
 
Task 4:  NMED will work with the EPA to address authorization concerns and receive final authorization for federal rules previously adopted but not authorized. 
 
EPA Comments:  The EPA informed NMED during the 2011 and 2012 End of Year reviews that delaying adoption of Cluster XX may impact the state’s permitting 
program. While the state does not anticipate any impacts from the delay, the EPA is prepared to work with the state through joint permitting agreements to address 
any potential impacts which may develop. 



Activity D:  Maintain Equivalency to the Federal Program  
 
Task 1:  NMED will maintain equivalency to the federal program during NMED initiated program modifications – statutory, regulatory and administrative. 
 
Task 2:  NMED will notify the EPA within sixty (60) days of any state legislative changes that could become a national concern or impact the state’s authorized 
program. The state will submit to the EPA regulatory changes and state-initiated program modifications – statutory, regulator and administrative (see 40 CFR 
271.21) – within 60 (sixty) days of their effective date.  
 
EPA Comments:  The state shall keep the EPA fully informed of any proposed modifications to its basic statutory or regulatory authority, its forms, procedures or 
priorities in accordance with 271.21(a). 



Activity E:  Authorization of Major Rules 
 
States are encouraged to seek authorization for major rules that expand the scope of state programs, such as Land Disposal Restrictions, Corrective Action, and 
Air Emissions Rules, and authorization of less stringent rules that improve the management of certain waste such as the Universal Waste Rule.  
 
EPA Comments:  The State of New Mexico is authorized for all the major rules and some of the less stringent federal regulations. 
Effective March 23, 2012, the state of New Mexico program revisions for RCRA Clusters X through XVIII have been codified into 40 Code of Federal Regulations 
(CFR) parts 272. 



Activity F:  Authorization of Optional Rules 
 
Task 1:  States are encouraged to seek authorization for Delisting. The EPA Region 6 will provide training for those states seeking this authorization. 
 
Task 2:  States are encouraged to seek authorization of less stringent rules that improve the management of certain waste, such as the Universal Waste Rule. 
 
EPA Comments:  The State of New Mexico has not expressed interest in seeking authorization for delisted waste. 



Activity G:  Codification 
 
EPA comments: EPA will codify RCRA Clusters XIX through XXII when the New Mexico is granted authorization to administer portions of the RCRA program 
revisions. 











March 18, 2013   Page 3 of 12 
 



PROGRAM ELEMENT:  Permitting and Closure 
($185,000 in RCRA Section 3011 grant funds were provided for this activity.) 



Objective:  The strategic goals for permit and closure activities at hazardous waste facilities are: 
1. Demonstrate substantial progress in permitting land disposal and combustion facilities consistent with the Government Performance and Results Act 



(GPRA) facilities*. 
2. Demonstrate substantial progress in reducing risks at inactive land disposal facilities.  



 
Facilities Not Under Control:  



• Roswell Compressor Station No. 9 (stipulated final order issued in March 2013)   
• Sandia National Laboratory for the U.S. DOE  
• U.S. DOE Los Alamos National Laboratory 



 



FY12-FY15 PERMIT RENEWAL BASELINE 



EPA ID Facility Name Completion Date 



NM2750211235 U.S. ARMY, WHITE SANDS MISSILE RANGE 01/08/2010 



NM4890139088 USDOE WASTE ISOLATION PILOT PLANT 12/30/2010 



NM0001002484 GANDY MARLEY INC TRIASSIC PARK 
1 



NM6572124422 HOLLOMAN AIR FORCE BASE 
2 



NM9570024423 KIRTLAND AIR FORCE BASE  



NMT360010342 PNM PERSON GENERATING STATION 9/6/2012 



NMD002208627 ADVANCED CHEMICAL TREATMENT (was RINCHEM COMPANY, INC.)  



NMD980698849 SAFETY-KLEEN SYSTEMS INC 
 



NMD000804294 SAFETY-KLEEN SYSTEMS INC 
 



NM5890110518 SANDIA NATIONAL LABORATORIES / NM 
3 



NM0890010515 U.S. DOE/NNSA LOS ALAMOS NATIONAL LABORATORY 
 



NMD000333211 WESTERN REFINING SOUTHWEST INC.- GALLUP REFINERY 
4 



 



 



1 Anticipated to be issued in FY2013. 
2 Several tanks may be misclassified in RCRAInfo. NMED will investigate and resolve the issue by the end of the grant year. 



3 Draft permit issued for public comment on September 17, 2012. 
4 The number and type of comments received took additional time and Legal involvement. NMED expects to resolve issues with the facility and issue the permit in 
FY2013. 
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Task 1:  OP200 - Renewals 
OP200 Final Determinations for Land Disposal, Combustion, Storage/Treatment Facilities - The state will complete one OP200 activity. 
 
 EPA Comments:  None, as of midyear. 
 



Task 2:  PC 200 - Final Determinations 
PC200 Final Determinations Incorporating Unpermitted Units at Land Disposal Post-Closure (GPRA Facilities Only)* 



Anticipated Post-Closure activities may be incorporated into Permitting activities under Task 1 and Task 2.  
 
EPA Comments: The Final Determination was completed for the Dry Well unit at Person Generating Station. 
 



Task 3:  PC 240 - Permit Modifications 
PC240 Permit Modifications Incorporating Unpermitted Units at Land Disposal Post-Closure (GPRA Facilities Only)* 
Anticipated Post-Closure activities may be incorporated into Permitting activities under Task 1 and Task 2.  
 
EPA Comments: None, as of midyear. 
 



Task 4:  CA360, CA370, CA380 
The state will complete 1 activity. These actions can be any combination of: 



• CL360 Closure Plan Approvals 
• CL370 Closure Certifications and 
• CL380 Closure Verifications 



 
EPA Comments:  None, as of midyear. 
 



Task 5:  OP200 
The state will continue to be aware of facilities on the GPRA Permitting and Post-Closure Baseline and work towards the “control” of these facilities through 
Permits or other appropriate instruments. 
The state will complete 1 OP200 renewal activity.  



 
* Includes GPRA Permits Baseline facilities and Technical Areas at LANL and SNL are equivalent to "facilities." 
 
 EPA Comments:  None, as of midyear.  
 
 
 
 



PROGRAM ELEMENT:  Corrective Action 
($285,000 in RCRA Section 3011 grant funds were provided for this activity.) 
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Objective:  The Corrective Action program has four program goals: 
1. Focus program resources and actions at 2020 GPRA facilities. 
2. Continue to emphasize the stabilization initiative. 
3. Maximize actual environmental results. 
4. Streamline and accelerate the pace of the program.   



The list below includes facilities that New Mexico may have regarding corrective action activities at specific units (SWMUs or AOCs) to meet Task 1 (CA350, 
CA375, CA450, CA999) and Task 2 (CA400, CA550, CA600, CA650) of the Corrective Action Element of the Grant Work Plan. 
 



EPA ID Facility Name 
NM7572124454 Cannon Air Force Base 



NM6213820974 Fort Wingate Depot Activity 



NMD089416416 Western Refining – Bloomfield 



NMD000333211 Western Refining – Gallup 



NM6572124422 Holloman Air Force Base 



NM9570024423 Kirtland Air Force Base 



NM8800019434 NASA Johnson Space Center White Sands Test Facility 



NMD048918817 Navajo Refining Company 



NM5890110518 Sandia National Laboratories/NM 



NMD083212332 Sparton Technologies 



NM0890010515 U.S. NNSA/DOE Los Alamos National Laboratory 



NM5572124456 US Air Force Melrose Range 



NM4213720101 USAADACEN & Ft. Bliss 



NM2750211235 White Sands Missile Range 
 
 
EPA Comments: NMED will need to complete at least one final determination next FY to meet GPRA 2015 goals. EPA is concerned about the impact of budget 
reductions on our federal partners’ ability to continue to make progress toward meeting the goals. 
 



Task 1:  CA350, CA375, CA450 and CA999  
The state will complete three activities located at GPRA facilities. These actions can be any combination of: 



• CA350 CM Approved/Remedy Selected 
• CA375 Decision on Petition for No Further Action 
• CA450 Corrective Measures Design Approved 
• CA999 CA Process Terminated 



 
EPA Comments: Petitions for No Further Action Required (CA375) were approved for three units at Sandia National Laboratory, meeting the annual grant 
commitment. 
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Task 2:  CA400, CA550, CA600 and CA650 at GPRA Facilities  
The state will complete four activities located at GPRA facilities. These actions can be any combination of: 



• CA400 Date for Remedy Selection 
• CA550 Certification of Remedy Completion or Construction Completion 
• CA600 Stabilization Measures Implements 
• CA650 Stabilization Construction Completed 



 
EPA Comments:  Twenty-one activities were complete at midyear. 



• 16 CA400’s for units at Los Alamos National Laboratory 
•   5 CA550RC’s for units at Holloman Air Force Base. 



Task 3:  CA725s – Human Exposures Controlled  facilitywide at GPRA Facilities 
(NMED is not expecting further accomplishment on CA725 activities during the 2013 grant period.) 
 
EPA Comments:    Under Control NOT Achieved: 



• US DOE Los Alamos Scientific Laboratory (LANL)1   
• US Army Ft. Wingate 
• Giant Refining- Bloomfield   



 
1 As reported during the 2012 End of Year Review, LANL will not be achieving CA725 in the near future, because reallocation of resources to the removal of TRU 
wastes from TA-54 MDA G. LANL still has some characterization work to complete. Based on the schedule in the Consent Order, LANL is expected to have 
characterization work completed by 2015. Depending on the success of removing waste from TA-54 MDA-G, NMED will consider moving Consent Order 
compliance dates into the future. As of now, NMED is not considering changing the compliance schedule in the Consent Order. NMED is waiting to determine the 
progress being made on the waste removal.  



Task 4:  CA750 – Groundwater Releases Controlled facilitywide at GPRA Facilities 
(NMED is not expecting further accomplishment on CA750 activities during the 2013 grant period.) 
 
NMED Comments: NMED anticipates completing the CA750 for Roswell Compression Station and Western Refining, Bloomfield Refinery by December 31, 2013. 



Task 5:  CA400 – Facilitywide Remedy Selection 
(NMED is not expecting further accomplishment on CA400 activities during the 2013 grant period.) 
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Task 6:  CA550 – Facilitywide Construction Completion 
(NMED is not expecting further accomplishment on CA550 activities during the 2013 grant period.) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
EPA Comments:  No change this FY. NMED is on track to meet 2020 GRPA goals.  



Corrective Action Status for the 23 New Mexico Facilities on the 2020 RCRA GPRA Corrective Action Baseline 



Code FY 091 FY102 FY113 
 



FY124 
 



FY 135 
Midyear 



FY20 
Goal 



CA725 Human Exposures 20/23 
87% 



20/23 
87% 



20/23 
87% 



20/23 
87% 



20/23 
87% 



22/23 
95% 



CA750 Ground Water 14/23 
61% 



14/23 
61% 



14/23 
61% 



14/23 
61% 



14/23 
61% 



22/23 
95% 



CA400 Site-wide Remedy Selection 8/23 
35% 



8/23 
35% 



9/23 
39% 



9/23 
39% 



9/23 
39% n/a 



CA550 Site-wide Construction Complete 8/23 
35% 



8/23 
35% 



10/23 
44% 



10/23 
44 % 



10/23 
44% 



22/23 
95% 



 
1 Actual number of facilities on baseline achieving measurement as of 07/10/2009. 
2 Actual number of facilities on baseline achieving measurement as of 08/02/2010. 
3 Actual number of facilities on baseline achieving measurement as of 01/07/2011. 
4 Actual number of facilities on baseline achieving measurement as of 07/16/2012. 
5 Actual number of facilities on baseline achieving measurement as of 01/14/2013. 
 



Task 7:  Ready-for-Reuse Program 
Participation in the Ready-for-Reuse Program – The state will seek opportunities to promote redevelopment at TSD facilities, generators, and other sites using 
EPA Ready-for-Reuse program guidance. 
 
The EPA and NMED will work together to enhance greener cleanups. Through training and greater collaboration during site-specific cleanups, the EPA and NMED 
will encourage the following remediation principles and practices: 



• Reuse:  Reusing material onsite during remediation activities, such as using onsite water for dust suppression, reusing empty cylinders or tanks, reusing 
bricks extracted during demolition; 



• Recycling:  Salvaging and selling scrap materials; 
• Waste Stream Reduction:  Treating wastes onsite versus transfer for offsite disposal, carefully managing wastes streams to segregate wastes into lesser 



categories (determined on a case-by-case basis), and; 
• Resource Conservation:  Using cleaner energy, using alternative energy sources and reducing the volume of clean water needed.  
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EPA Comments: During the first half of the grant year, no Ready for Reuse candidates were identified, nor were any partial or sitewide Ready for Anticipated Use 
(RAU) determinations issued. In the second half of 2013, Region 6 will work with NMED to identify any sites eligible for RAU and assist the state in preparation of 
the RAU and Status/Type of Use forms (and area-specific CA725 determinations, if needed). As part of this review process, the EPA and NMED will determine if 
any of the facilities are candidates for, or would benefit from, an RfR determination. EPA will work with NMED to identify tracts, particularly within federal facilities, 
that would qualify for RfR, even though the entire site would not. TA 32 at LANL may be a candidate for RfR. 
 
In 2013, Region 6 will coordinate with NMED on methods/opportunities to provide sustainable revitalization/green remediation/siting renewable energy on 
contaminated lands training for state staff. In addition to those topics, the Region could also provide training on RAU reporting, Ready for Reuse determinations, 
vapor intrusion, and GPRA/RCRA Corrective Action measures, similar to training provided to other Region 6 states. Region 6 is also developing IC/EC training to 
assist State Project Managers with entering CA 770/772 data into RCRAInfo. 
 



Task 8:  Corrective Action Strategic Planning  
Region 6 and the NMED have worked together in the past to meet or exceed the New Mexico's  portion of the environmental milestones (goals) set by the  EPA’s 
Office of Resource Conservation and Recovery and reported to Congress. In this spirit of cooperation, the EPA Region 6 asks NMED to update the information 
sites on the 2020 corrective action baseline which have not achieved one or more of the following environmental milestones for RCRA Corrective Action:   



1) Current Human Exposures Under Control (CA725), 
2) Migration of Contaminated Ground Water Under Control (CA750), 
3) Site-wide Remedy Selected (CA400) and 
4) Site-wide Construction Complete (CA550).  



 
The State should provide information in a form, table or spreadsheet. Information fields will include:   



1) Specific class of environmental contamination; 
2) Identification of contaminated media with potential for human exposure; 
3) Type of controls required to address human exposure;  
4) Estimated date human exposure will be controlled;  
5) Status of ground water cleanup efforts; 
6) Type of controls required to address ground water migration;  
7) Estimated date when migration will be controlled;  
8) Projected date for sitewide construction completion or no further action; and 
9) Projected date for sitewide remedy construction completion or no further action.  



 
This information will be invaluable in planning and in managing facilities for the purposes of achieving the 2020 goals and providing information when requested by 
the Office of Resource Conservation and Recovery and Congress.  
 
To further enhance the corrective action tracking system for the attainment of the 2020 Corrective Action goals, the region will request semi-annual updates of 
estimated projections for completion of facilitywide CA550 (construction completion). 
 
EPA Comments: The state submitted an updated CA Strategic Planning Spreadsheet March 8, 2013.  











March 18, 2013   Page 9 of 12 
 



PROGRAM ELEMENT:  Promotion of Waste Minimization and Pollution Prevention 



Objective:  The Resource Conservation Challenge (RCC) is a major national effort to find flexible ways to conserve national resources through waste 
reduction/minimization and energy recovery. The RCC is broken into four areas:  municipal solid waste, green initiatives (electronics), beneficial use of materials 
(coal combustion products, slag, construction and demolition materials, and foundry sands), and priority chemical reduction. The focus of this section of the grant 
is on priority chemical reduction. The priority chemical list includes 31 chemical that are persistent and bioaccumulative. 
 
The NMED encourages priority chemical reduction through its Green Zia Program, a voluntary program that encourages results by publicly recognizing and 
showcasing the source reduction, recycling, and advanced manufacturing accomplishments of industrial facilities who commit to preventing pollution, including 
reducing priority chemical use in products, and minimizing waste generation, including priority chemical waste streams. The NMED also reaches out to small 
businesses through its technical assistance visits, which not only provide enforcement-free compliance assistance but also identify best management practices to 
further the goals of pollution prevention and waste minimization. 
 
The NMED will provide ideas for potential priority chemical reduction or other chemical reduction projects. EPA will provide technical assistance and support the 
State’s waste minimization / pollution prevention, and energy recovery efforts. EPA will recognize and promote the Green Zia program and other NMED programs 
related to the RCC.  
 
The NMED agrees to undertake the following waste minimization and pollution prevention activities in support of this program element: 



1. Assist in educating the regulated communities about pollution prevention and waste minimization through its technical assistance program including at 
least 50 technical assistance visits at small businesses, 



2. Incorporate pollution prevention and waste minimization outreach into inspections, 
3. Determine compliance with waste minimization requirements, 
4. Promote the NMED Green Zia Program to expand participation of small businesses, and  
5. Look for opportunities to use supplemental environmental projects for waste minimization and pollution prevention activities involving priority chemicals.  



 
EPA Comments:  The EPA and the states work together to promote several national initiatives. The EPA Region 6 would like all of its states to incorporate 
sustainability into their RCRA projects. Furthermore, Region 6 would like to engage its states and other stakeholders for thoughts on sustainability and applicable 
processes that could maximize social, environmental and economic benefits. A few examples of these programs are Environmental Justice analysis, risk 
assessment/risk management, green remediation, stormwater management, sustainable energy and environmental footprint analysis. Since these are voluntary 
programs, a state’s participation is much appreciated and all state efforts will be viewed as enhancements to the overall RCRA program. EPA is pleased that 
NMED is an enthusiastic participant in the regional sustainability network with the EPA and other states in Region 6.  



PROGRAM ELEMENT:  Environmental Justice 



Objective:  Through the New Mexico Environmental Justice Executive Order 2205-056, NMED is  committed to affording all New Mexicans, including people of 
color and low-income communities, fair treatment and meaningful opportunities for involvement in the development, implementation and enforcement of 
environmental laws and regulations regardless of race, creed, color, national origin, gender, disability, religious or political affiliation, income or educational level.  
 
NMED Comments: NMED has established two Environmental Justice Liaisons to work with New Mexicans and New Mexico Communities on environmental 
justice concerns and issues through extensive community outreach and through increased notice and participation in permitting activities and public hearings. 
NMED agrees to continue to seek public input and comment on environmental concerns in New Mexico communities while conducting Permitting, Corrective 
Action, and Enforcement activities under the RCRA Program.  
 
EPA Comments: NMED has extensive public outreach and opportunities for public comment on agency activities. 
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PROGRAM ELEMENT:  Program Management 
($40,000 in RCRA Section 3011 grant funds were provided for this activity.) 



Objective:  The EPA will transmit all significant guidance documents to NMED with a cover letter clearly stating the purpose of the documents. Within 45 days 
after receipt, NMED will provide the EPA a written response identifying any problems with guidance implementation. The EPA and NMED will strive to jointly arrive 
at a solution/decision on guidance implementation.  
 
EPA Comments:  Ongoing 



Activity A:  Performance Reports 
Performance reports will be submitted to the EPA within 30 days of the midyear and end of year of the grant. These reports will contain brief information on the 
following:  



1. A comparison of actual accomplishments to the commitments in the work plan.  
2. If reasonable progress toward meeting grant commitments is not documented at midyear and/or annual commitments are not met at end of year, the 



reason, including:  
 (a)   Problems, delays, or adverse conditions which will materially impair the state’s ability to meet the grant commitments;  
 (b)   A statement of the action taken, or contemplated; and  
 (c)   Any assistance needed to resolve the situation.  



       3.   Favorable developments which enable the state to exceed grant commitments.  
 
EPA Comments:  Midyear reports were due February 1, 2013. On March 8, 2013, NMED submitted an updated narrative of the status of permits, a list of training 
provided to staff and an updated Corrective Action Strategic Planning spreadsheet. 



Activity B:  Quality Assurance 
The NMED must submit an updated Quality Assurance Project Plan (QAPP) and a Quality Management Plan (QMP) by the end of February of each year during 
the grant period. If there have been no changes to either Plan from the previous FY, NMED must submit new signature pages and documentation stating that both 
Plans are current. At the time this work plan was approved, both the QMP and QAPP were to expire on March 31, 2012.  
 
EPA Comments:  The state’s QMP and QAPP were submitted February 12, 2013, were approved as submitted, and are valid until April 1, 2014.  



Activity C:  Training 
The NMED will present the RCRA core curriculum courses or their equivalent as needed for new staff and ensure all NMED personnel are kept up-to-date in all 
new rules and regulations. Training for RCRA inspectors must be provided to ensure compliance with EPA Order 3500.1.  
 
EPA Comments: NMED provides staff training and ensures that staff maintain required certifications. EPA’s opportunities to present training, including 
authorization, RCRAInfo, and land revitalization, are restricted by the Agency’s reduced travel budget. Region 6 is working to create online training where possible. 



Activity D:  Monthly grant conference calls 
The NMED and the EPA will participate in a monthly conference call on the second Wednesday of each month (if there are agenda items) to discuss grant 
commitment accomplishments and other issues.  
 
EPA Comments:  Conference calls are held on the second Tuesday of each month, when there are issues to discuss. 
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Activity E:  Foreign Waste Reporting 
The NMED will collect and keep on file the following: 



1. Copies of all notifications of intent to receive foreign waste from treatment, storage, and disposal facilities (40 CFR 264.12) and 
2. Copies of manifests showing shipments of hazardous waste originating from, or exported to, foreign countries.  



 
EPA Comments:  Ongoing 



Activity F:  Final Financial Report 
The Final Financial Report (FFR) for 2013 will be submitted no later than 90 days after the close of the program year on June 30, 2013.  
 
EPA Comments:  The 2012 FFR was submitted in on September 28, 2012, and the grant was closed out on October 12, 2012. The 2013 FFR is due on  
September 31, 2013. 



Program Element:  Information Management 
($40,000 in RCRA Section 3011 grant funds were provided for this activity.) 



Objective:  The NMED must maintain RCRAInfo in order to provide a complete and accurate picture of program accomplishments. The data retrieved from 
RCRAInfo should be reliable in order to support the RCRA program goals developed for the GPRA. The reporting of national RCRAInfo core elements and 
institutional control/engineering control information is necessary to review and track RCRA program progress toward GPRA goals.  



Activity A:  RCRAInfo 
The NMED will enter all quality assured data into the EPA database by the seventh working day of each month. The NMED should review and improve the current 
RCRA universes to assure a nationally consistent information base. 
 
Data quality – To assist in the quality and timing of data entry, Region 6 will provide the necessary training for the state to review and address the data quality 
issues. Region 6 will continue to work with the state to address the issues, directly, through a work share or other agreements.  
 
EPA Comments:  More focus is needed to ensure that data entry for Permitting data, IC/EC data in the Corrective Action module, and Financial Assurance is 
updated in a timely manner. EPA will continue to review the historical RCRAInfo data in all modules for accuracy, work with NMED to research and correct the 
data, and provide assistance and training with current data entry as needed.  



Activity B:  Hazardous Waste Report (HWR)  
The NMED will collect and assure the quality of its data for the Biennial Hazardous Waste Report, and will accomplish full submission and quality assurance (e.g., 
pass basic edits) of HWR data to the EPA by the deadline. 
 
EPA Comments: EPA will notify NMED when the Biennial Report (BR) Implementation Schedule for the 2013 cycle is issued by ORCR in 2014. 



Program Element:  Compliance Evaluation and  Monitoring 
($325,000 in RCRA Section 3011 grant funds were provided for Compliance Evaluation and Monitoring/Enforcement Activities .) 



Compliance Evaluation and Monitoring Objective:  The EPA and NMED will agree on the universe of facilities from which Compliance Evaluation Inspections 
(CEI) or other comparable evaluations will be selected. Should the inspection universe for NMED change during the year, adjustments will be made to the 
inspection targets. 
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Fifty-six inspections will be conducted during the grant year at the following: 
• CEIs at Federal TSD Facilities – 8  
• CEIs at non-Federal TSDFs – 3  
• CEIs at non TSDF LQGs1 – 6  
• CEIs at non TSDF SQGs – 29  
• CEIs at Others2  – 10  



 
CEIs performed by EPA during the FY, either in conjunction with NMED or solely, will count towards NMED’s grant commitment. 
 
In addition to routine CEIs, the NMED will strive to employ alternative evaluations in its compliance program, such as Follow-Up Inspections (FUI), Focused 
Compliance Inspections (FCI), Multimedia Inspections, Corrective Action Compliance Evaluations (CAC), Compliance Schedule Evaluations (CSC), Groundwater 
Monitoring Evaluations (GME), and non-Financial Record Reviews (NRR). 
 
The NMED commits to performing at least 20 percent of all CEIs at facilities that have never been inspected or have not been inspected within the last 10 years.  
 
1 The universe of non TSDF LQGs is drawn from the 2005 National Biennial Reporting System universe (28 facilities). 
2 Includes CESQGs, Transporters, Non-Notifiers, Used Oil, Universal Waste, etc. 
 
EPA Comments:  See the attached Compliance and Enforcement Report dated April 9, 2013. 



Program Element:  Enforcement 
($325,000 in RCRA Section 3011 grant funds were provided for Compliance Evaluation and Monitoring/Enforcement Activities.) 



Enforcement Objective: Maintain a high rate of compliance in accordance with the US EPA Hazardous Waste Civil Enforcement Response Policy (December 
2003) by taking timely, visible, and appropriate enforcement actions against violators. Focus formal enforcement on the most environmentally significant handlers 
and encourage a holistic view of compliance through support of multimedia enforcement. The NMED agrees to use the following enforcement tools:  notices of 
violation (NOV), compliance orders, consent orders, civil penalties, compliance schedules, and supplemental environmental projects. The NMED will, when 
appropriate, expedite enforcement actions against Significant Non-Compliers by requesting settlement conferences at the NOV stage rather than waiting for formal 
enforcement actions to develop. 
 
EPA Comments:  See the attached Compliance and Enforcement Report dated April 9, 2013. 
 
On February 6, 2013, Region 6 held a call with Western Refining to discuss compliance issues related to a 2009 CAFO and to express EPA’s dissatisfaction with 
Western’s progress in implementing the CAFO and overall compliance with federal environmental requirements. In particular, the EPA raised concern that the 
newly constructed Waste Water Treatment facility, built to ensure that Western treatment standards for benzene waste waters prior to discharge to surface 
Impoundments, continues to exceed treatment standards since it went on line. NMED, a co-party to the CAFO, also participated in the call.   



Total Federal Funding: $900,000 
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NMED Permit Status as of March 8, 2013 
 
 
Holloman Air Force Base NM6572124422 
The Open Detonation permit renewal application was received on August 31, 2006. Following 
NMED’s review of the application a notice of deficiency (NOD) was sent to Holloman Air Force 
Base (HAFB) on July 18, 2007. HAFB responded to the NOD and NMED received it on July 7, 
2008. NMED issued a second NOD to HAFB on December 30, 2008 and HAFB responded to 
the second NOD and NMED received it on April 30, 2009. NMED determined the application to 
be administratively complete on September 16, 2009. NMED was in the process of preparing a 
draft permit for public notice when HAFB submitted a letter dated March 30, 2011 to withdraw 
the permit renewal.  The Permittee also expressed its intention to close the Open Detonation 
(OD) unit. The facility explained that it had found that the OD unit Permit for open detonation 
activities was no longer needed, and that it was withdrawing its renewal application for the OD 
Unit effective immediately.  NMED held a meeting with HAFB regarding the closure plan and to 
address details of the Closure Plan in the OD Permit.  Subsequently NMED received a sampling 
and analysis plan to address the approach laid out in the closure plan. The Plan was reviewed and 
NMED sent a notice of deficiency to the Permittee on August 29, 2011.  HAFB provided a 
response to the NOD on September 22, 2011.  NMED issued a follow up NOD to HAFB on 
December 15, 2011.   NMED has since then reviewed the Holloman Air Force Base’s response 
to the December 15, 2011 NOD on the Plan.  The response from HAFB was dated January 17, 
2012.  Based upon that review NMED approved the Closure Plan on March 21, 2012 and 
advised HAFB to proceed with the closure activities as per approved Closure Plan.  
 
UPDATE:  Closure activities are currently ongoing. 
 
Kirtland Air Force Base NM9570024423 
The final permit was issued on July 15, 2010 and became effective on August 16, 2010 for waste 
management operations of the Open Detonation (OD) Unit and corrective action activities.  
KAFB decided to close the OD Unit and has submitted a permit modification to amend the 
closure plan for the OD Unit. NMED deemed the permit modification administratively complete 
on February 21, 2011. KAFB has also requested to amend the closure plan for the Open Burn 
(OB) Unit which became inactive in October 2009. The OB Unit modification was also deemed 
administratively complete on February 21, 2011. NMED has reviewed the permit modifications 
and has drafted a notice of deficiency.  NMED met with KAFB on September 20, 2011 to 
discuss the NOD comments. 
 
UPDATE:  KAFB has since contracted the closure plans.  Revised plans were submitted to 
NMED in January 13, 2012.  The revised closure plan PMR has been reviewed and a NOD was 
issued for the OB unit on September 7, 2012.  Disapproval for the OD unit was subsequently 
issued.  The revised closure plans are due in April 2013.  The next step is to finalize the closure 
plans an issue the plans for public comment.  There were requests for a public hearing on this 
matter during the permittee’s public comment period.  KAFB has requested a 108 day extension 
to submit the OB/OD permit renewal application in anticipation of completing closure of both 
the OB and OD units. 
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PNM Person Generating Station NMT360010342 
The post-closure permit application was received on June 13, 2007 from PNM. NMED reviewed 
the application and sent PNM a NOD on February 10, 2009. PNM responded to the NOD and 
NMED received it on May 9, 2009. NMED issued the draft permit on November 30, 2011 and 
the comment period ended on January 30, 2012.  Comments were received from the Permittee. 
 
UPDATE:   NMED issued the final permit during early September 2012.   
 
Sandia National Laboratories / NM NM5890110518 
NMED received the permit application for renewal on February 6, 2002. NMED sent a NOD to 
Sandia National Laboratories (SNL) on October 10, 2002. SNL responded to the NOD and 
NMED received it on February 14, 2003. NMED sent a second NOD to SNL on September 9, 
2003. SNL responded to the second NOD on November 7, 2003. A third NOD was sent by 
NMED to SNL on June 25, 2004. SNL responded to the third NOD and was received by NMED 
on November 29, 2004. NMED issued a draft permit for public comment on August 20, 2007 for 
a 60-day comment period. Extensions to the comment period were requested and granted after 
the initial 60-day comment period and ended on February 8, 2008. NMED held discussions with 
SNL and other parties in an attempt to resolve issues with the draft permit. These discussions 
were held between April 20, 2009 and December 19, 2009. NMED prepared a revised draft 
permit which has been shared with the Permittee.  There has been significant public interest in 
this permit and through negotiations on the draft permit there have been significant issues and 
changes that are being addressed in the revised draft permit.  The Permittees provided numerous 
comments on the proposed revised draft permit.  NMED is issuing the draft permit for public 
comment on September 17, 2012.  The public notice included three permit modification requests 
for corrective action complete for several solid waste management units and areas of concern.     
 
UPDATE:  The comment period was extended twice for a total of 150 days upon request of 
interested parties.   The notice period ended on February 15 2013.  A public hearing has been 
requested. NMED is reviewing the comments received. 
 
U.S. NNSA/DOE Los Alamos National Laboratory NM0890010515 
UPDATE: NMED issued the final permit on November 30, 2010 and the permit became 
effective on December 30, 2010. The final order issued by the NMED Secretary also included 
the denial of open burn operations at the Open Burn (OB) Units at Technical Area (TA) 16. The 
OB Units are interim status units that would need to be closed. On December 21, 2010 the 
Secretary issued an Order granting the Applicants’ motion for partial reconsideration regarding 
the OB Units at TA 16. This allows the Applicants to address the deficiencies within the 
application that were denied during the permitting proceedings. The Applicants may file a new 
permit application (permit modification) to address the deficiencies. This remand Order allows 
the Applicants to continue to operate the OB Units under interim status. On December 30, 2010 
the Applicants filed an appeal with the New Mexico Court of Appeals and have moved to 
intervene in U.S. District Court. The December 29, 2010 Complaint filed in U.S. District Court 
by the Department of Energy identifies four counts: 1) Permit Section 1.9.1 Exclusion of NNSA; 
2) Permit Section 4.6 TA-50 Radioactive Liquid Waste Treatment Facility; 3) Permit Section 9 
and Attachment J, Table J-1 Closure; and 4) Attachment G Closure Plans. Concerned Citizens 
for Nuclear Safety (CCNS) filed a Notice of Appeal with the New Mexico Court of Appeals on 
January 2, 2011 in this matter. On January 25, 2011, NMED filed an answer on the four items 
(identified above) and a counterclaim on counts 2, 3, and 4 in U.S. District Court. The 
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Compliance Schedule in the final permit requires that a Class 3 modification be submitted within 
180 days of the effective date of the permit (June 28, 2011) for the remaining interim status units 
(4 OD and 1 OB) that LANL wishes to continue to operate. Otherwise, they must close.  LANL 
is submitting a modification request and closure plans for the remaining units that were not 
incorporated into the previous permit.  An extension was granted due to the shutdown of LANL 
because of the Los Conchas wildfire. 
 
NMED received the permit modification for Open Detonation Units TA-36-8 and TA-39-6 in 
addition to closure plans and notices for Storage Shafts 36 and 37 at TA-54 Area L; Storage 
Shafts 145 and 146 at TA-54 Area G; TA-14-23 Open Detonation and Open Burn Units; TA-39-
57 Open Detonation Unit.  In addition the Permittees have submitted a Permit Modification to 
add a new Hazardous Waste Container Storage Unit at TA-63.  NMED issued an administrative 
completeness determination for the Hazardous Waste Container Storage Unit at TA-63.  Public 
notices have been drafted for the Storage Shafts 36 and 37 at TA-54 Area L which will be public 
noticed in late April or early May.   
 
UPDATE:  NMED issued a draft permit for the Hazardous Waste Container Storage Unit at TA-
63 on January 14, 2013.  The public notice period ends on March 15, 2013.  Once permitted, the 
unit will allow waste management operations to cease at TA-54 Area G so that corrective action 
remedies can be implemented at MDA G.  NMED continues the review of the other permit 
modifications for operation of interim status units TA-14-23 Open Detonation and Open Burn 
Units; and TA-39-57 Open Detonation Unit; and closure of TA-14-23 Open Detonation and 
Open Burn Units. We are reviewing a closure plan for OB unit 16-399 (burn tray) and LANL 
will submit a permit modification request for unit 16-388 (flash pad) in June 2013. 
 
US DOE Waste Isolation Pilot Plant NM4890139088 
NMED has received numerous Class 1 permit modifications and is expected to receive addition 
permit modification in the coming months.  On January 31, 2012 NMED issued a final 
determination on a Class 2 permit modification regarding the groundwater plan, mine ventilation 
rate and shielded containers.  The shielded container portion of the permit modification was 
denied.   
 
UPDATE:  WIPP has recently submitted a new Class 2 permit modification and is in the 
comment period currently.  This resubmittal is to address the deficiencies of the initial shielded 
container permit modification.  In addition, WIPP submitted a Class 2 permit modification to 
eliminate chemical sampling of waste streams NMED is negotiating text in the modification 
related to maintaining NMED’s ability to require chemical testing upon request. 
 
Western Refining Southwest, Inc., Gallup Refinery NMD000333211 
The renewal application was received on February 25, 2010.  NMED issued the draft Permit on 
September 16, 2011 for a 60-day comment period.  The comment period was extended for an 
additional 30-days as requested by the Permittee.  The comment period ended on December 16, 
2011.  The Permittee provided extensive comments.   
 
UPDATE:  NMED has completed its review of the comments and with legal counsel has 
prepared responses.  NMED met with the facility in November 2012 and is currently attempting 
to arrange for a follow-up meeting to resolve outstanding issues.  NMED anticipates issuing the 
final permit in 2013. 
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Roswell Compressor Station No. 9 
Transwestern removed the surface impoundments and a remediation system was installed. A 
remediation system design and monitoring plan (Final Remedial Design, Roswell Compressor 
Station Roswell, New Mexico dated October 16, 2002 is basically the post closure care plan 
equivalent. The New Mexico Oil Conservation Division has been providing the primary 
oversight of the facility and has been receiving periodic updates of the remediation system. 
Further information needs to be reviewed to determine the status of the remediation and to 
determine what administrative loose ends need to be closed. NMED has discussed with the 
facility whether to request a permit application for post-closure care or issue an order for post-
closure corrective action activities under the New Mexico Hazardous Waste Act.  
 
NMED contacted the facility to request their input as to NMED issuing a post-closure order or if 
they would prefer to submit a post-closure care application.  NMED and the facility have 
discussed this issue via phone calls.  NMED met with the facility and their counsel on August 9, 
2011 to discuss the options.  The facility indicated that they had submitted in the mid-1990’s 
documents to support their reasoning of why they should not be regulated under RCRA.  NMED 
received the submission of these documents.  NMED has reviewed and determined that the 
facility is to be regulated under RCRA.  
 
UPDATE: NMED has drafted an order to address the post-closure monitoring activities for the 
site.  NMED shared the draft order with the facility and received comments on two revisions The 
Order will be issued in March 2013. 
 
Western Refining Bloomfield 
UPDATE: NMED approved partial closure of the Surface Impoundment on May 20, 2010. 
Western Refining submitted a closure work plan to address the outstanding closure and NMED is 
expecting to issue the proposed closure plan for public comment by September 2011 for the 
required 30-day public comment period in accordance with 40 CFR 265.113(d)(4). The partial 
closure was completed in 2012.  Facility-wide corrective action is currently ongoing under the 
July 2007 Order. 
 
Advanced Chemical Transport, Inc. [ACT] (formerly Rinchem Company, Inc.), 
NMD002208627 
NMED met with Rinchem in July 2011 to discuss the permit renewal application submittal and 
the potential of an operator and ownership change.  On August 12, 2011, Rinchem submitted 
Parts A and B Permit renewal Application 180 days before the operating Permit expired.    On 
September 27, 2011 Rinchem submitted a Permit Modification with prior Agency approval to 
NMED to change Operator from Rinchem to Advanced Chemical Transport, Inc. (ACT).  On 
October 7, 2011, NMED approved the change of Operators from Rinchem to ACT.  On October 
17, 2011, NMED received a request for transfer of financial responsibility for the storage facility 
to ACT.  On January 20, 2012 NMED approved the change in operator to Advanced Chemical 
Transport and also issued an administrative completeness determination to the Permittees.  
NMED is currently drafting a revised permit and will follow up with ACT regarding any 
technical inadequacies.   
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UPDATE:  On March 12, 2012, the current operating Permit expired, but will remain in effect 
until the effective date of the new permit, since the Permittees submitted a timely and complete 
application for renewal of the current operating Permit, in compliance with 40 CFR §§ 270.10 
and 270.13 through 270.28.   NMED anticipates that a draft permit will be issued for public 
comment in June 2013. 
 
 
Gandy Marley Inc. Triassic Park, NM0001002484 
NMED has meet with Gandy Marley on two separate occasions in the fall of 2011 to discuss the 
permit renewal process. NMED received the renewal application in October 2011.   
  
UPDATE:  The application has been reviewed and had issued a notice of administrative 
incompleteness letter to the Permittee on March 14, 2012.  The Permittee responded on April 30, 
2012 and was subsequently issued an administrative completeness determination by NMED on 
May 17, 2012.  The permit application is currently undergoing technical review. An NOD was 
issued in January 2013 to address technical deficiencies. NMED is scheduled to meet with 
Gandy Marley to discuss the NOD in April 2013.  It is anticipated that NMED will issue a draft 
permit for public comment in the summer of 2013. 
 



























































 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Region 6 
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act 



State Hazardous Waste Program 
Oversight Process 



 
 



New Mexico Environment Department 
Hazardous Waste Management Program 



 
 



Prepared by the EPA Region 6 
Multimedia Planning and Permitting Division 



 
 



Grant #D-00625313 
Midyear FY 2013 



July 1, 2012 – December 31, 2012 











 



2 of 11 
 



TABLE OF CONTENTS 



 
 
 



1.0 INTRODUCTION 
 
1.1 Purpose 
 
1.2 Policy Statement 
 
 
2.0 OVERSIGHT ACTIVITIES 
 



2.1 Section 1:  Cooperative Agreement Process 
 2.1.1 States’ Reporting Requirements 
 2.1.2 Monitoring and Measuring Cooperative Agreement Commitments 
 
2.2 Section 2:  Authorization Process 
 2.2.1 Hazardous Waste Combustion under RCRA and Clean Air Act 
 2.2.2 Monitoring and Measuring Authorization Progress 
 
2.3 Section 3:  Technical Assistance and Review Process 
 2.3.1 Permit Oversight and Permit Review Program    



  2.3.2 Monitoring and Measuring Permit Progress 
 2.3.3 Monitoring and Measuring Corrective Action Progress 
 
2.4 Section 4:  Data Management Process 
 2.4.1 Monitoring and Measuring Data Management 
 
2.5 Section 5:  Progress of Sustainability Programs 



 
 
ATTACHMENT A:  6PD PROGRAM REVIEW CHECKLIST 



 
 



 
 
 
 
   



 
 
 











 



3 of 11 
 



1. INTRODUCTION 



 
States that have been authorized under Section 3006 of the Solid Waste Disposal Act, as 
amended, administer most of the hazardous waste programs under the Resource Conservation 
and Recovery Act (RCRA) in Region 6. The state programs are administered in Arkansas, 
Louisiana, New Mexico, Oklahoma and Texas. The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), 
however, retains significant responsibilities with Congress for ensuring that the states are 
administering programs that comply with the federal RCRA statutes and regulations. This 
document outlines the Region 6 process for conducting oversight of the state RCRA programs. 
This is a “living document” that will be continually improved and updated according to the 
national Annual Commitment System goals and measures. 
 
1.1 Purpose 
 
The purpose of this document is to provide clear goals and an outline of measures to use in 
federal oversight of the RCRA program in Region 6 states. Overall, it provides a clarification of 
the EPA’s current policy for state oversight and a venue for documenting EPA’s oversight 
activities. This document also provides an update on a semiannual basis of state and EPA 
activities supporting the state RCRA program, highlights state accomplishments, and identifies 
areas where improvements are needed to achieve RCRA program goals.  
 
1.2 Policy Statement 
 
The EPA will oversee implementation of the authorized state program in order to ensure full 
execution of the requirements of RCRA and to promote national consistency in the 
implementation of the hazardous waste program. The EPA will conduct and document state 
oversight through mid- and end of year reviews as well as periodic permitting and corrective 
action program reviews. The EPA Region 6 will continue to work in partnership with the states 
to achieve results that support our common goal of protecting human health and the 
environment. 
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2.0 OVERSIGHT ACTIVITIES 
 



The RCRA Hazardous Waste Program is made up of a number of components: permitting, 
corrective action, compliance assurance and enforcement, information management, and 
authorization. This document addresses permitting, corrective action, authorization, and 
information management through the Multimedia Planning and Permitting Division. The 
Compliance Assurance and Enforcement Division has an oversight process for their respective 
program, known as the State Review Framework. The RCRA Project Officers work closely with 
members of each program area to ensure effective implementation of the state-delegated 
program. The oversight and monitoring of state cooperative agreements (the type of assistance 
agreement used in the RCRA program) is an ongoing process that includes ensuring that all 
programmatic terms and conditions in the award agreement are satisfied.  
 
The EPA’s oversight activities are centered on four components:  1) the cooperative agreement 
process; 2) the authorization process; 3) the technical assistance and permit review process; and, 
4) data management. Actions that enhance the overall effectiveness of the RCRA program 
through forward-moving national initiatives are captured in the Sustainability Programs Section. 
In addition, Region 6 RCRA program oversight is also accomplished by State Permitting 
Program Reviews and State Corrective Action Program reviews. 
 
2.1  SECTION 1:  COOPERATIVE AGREEMENT PROCESS 
 



• Review of the state’s application for Section 3011 funding, including a thorough 
review of the costs associated with the activities to be accomplished; 



 
• Negotiation of a work plan that reflects both state and EPA goals and responsibilities 



for the authorized RCRA program; 
 
• Approval of a Quality Assurance Project Plan and Quality Management Plan before 



work begins; 
 
• Communication with the state, through monthly conference calls if appropriate, to 



identify problems and successes as early as possible; and, 
 
• Formal review of the state’s performance at mid and end-of-the-fiscal year, each 



followed by a report to the state. 
 
2.1.1 States’ Reporting Requirements 
 
Thirty calendar days following the mid-point and the end-of-the-project period, the states will 
submit progress reports containing a summary of activities conducted and issues encountered 
during the project period. The evaluation reports will contain a comparison of actual 
accomplishments to the objectives established for the period. Where the output of the project can 
be quantified, a computation of the cost per unit of output may be required if that information 
will be useful. The reports will also contain reasons for slippage if established objectives were 
not met and additional pertinent information including, when appropriate, analysis and 
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explanation of cost overruns or high unit costs. The reports will include information about staff 
training. 
 
The final End-of-Year progress report will be due 90 days after the expiration or termination of 
grant support. The final End-of-Year progress report should contain a self-evaluation of program 
activities, reflecting on the aspects of the program that were successful, and those that were 
unsuccessful. Each state must submit a final Financial Status Report no later than 90 calendar 
days after the end of the project period. 
 
Events may occur between the scheduled performance reporting dates which have significant 
impact upon the grant or subgrant supported activity. In such cases, the grantee must inform the 
EPA as soon as the following types of conditions become known:  
 



• Problems, delays, or adverse conditions which will materially impair the ability to 
meet the objective of the award. This disclosure must include a statement of the 
action taken, or contemplated, and any assistance needed to resolve the situation.  
 



• Favorable developments which enable meeting time schedules and objectives sooner 
or at less cost than anticipated, or producing more beneficial results than originally 
planned.  
 



• If the state’s objectives or goals have changed, or if they foresee problems in meeting 
the end goals, the evaluation report must discuss the situation and provide a plan of 
action with an associated time frame for addressing the problem.  
 



• Any proposed modifications to basic statutory or regulatory authority, program forms, 
procedures or priorities. The state shall submit a modified program description, 
Attorney General’s Statement, MOA or other documents as the EPA determines to be 
necessary in accordance with 40 CFR 271.21(a). 



 
2.1.2 Monitoring and Measuring Cooperative Agreement Commitments: 
 
Monitoring commitments consists of tracking the state’s progress with implementation of the 
RCRA program as well as conducting a joint analysis with each state. The joint analysis includes 
evaluating the project outputs, identifying success, identifying opportunities for enhancement, 
identifying appropriate solutions, and tracking progress of action items. Follow-up on these items 
is essential to monitoring progress. 
 
The purposes for monitoring program progress are to: 
 



• Identify project outputs, successes, and opportunities for enhancement; 
 



• Provide recommendations and associated time frames for addressing opportunities for 
improvement; 
 



• Identify action items and follow-up on previously identified action items; 
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• Follow-up and document the status of EPA recommendations; and, 
 



• Provide a communication mechanism to management on the successes and 
opportunities for enhancement. 



 
2.2 SECTION 2:  AUTHORIZATION PROCESS 
 
The workload for each Region 6 state’s RCRA Program has increased steadily over time due to 
increased authorization of RCRA rules to the states. More than 322 rules have been promulgated 
under RCRA since the statute was signed into law in 1976. Consistent with the national policy 
that RCRA is designed to be implemented by the states, Region 6 states have sought and been 
authorized to implement most of the federal program, including the RCRA “base program” 
(authorized in 1984).  
 
Some of the major rules, e.g., Corrective Action and Post Closure rules, are HSWA, therefore, 
under the amended Section 3006(g) of RCRA, 42 U.S.C. 6926(g), new requirements and 
prohibition imposed by the HSWA take effect in authorized states at the same time as they take 
effect in non-authorized states. The EPA is directed to carry out those requirements and 
prohibitions in authorized states, including the issuance of full or partial permits, until the state is 
granted authorization to do so. While states must still adopt HSWA-related provisions as state 
law to retain final authorization, the HSWA applies in authorized states in the interim. 
 
As a result of the HSWA, when final authorization is granted to a state, there will be a dual 
state/federal regulatory program. To the extent the authorized state program is unaffected by the 
HSWA, the state program will operate in lieu of the federal program. To the extent HSWA-
related requirements are in effect, the EPA will administer and enforce these portions of the 
HSWA in a state until the state receives authorization to do so. Among other things, this will 
entail the issuance of federal RCRA permits for those areas in which the state is not yet 
authorized.  
 
Once the state is authorized to implement a HSWA requirement or prohibition, the state program 
in that area will operate in lieu of the federal provision. Until that time the state may assist the 
EPA’s implementation of the HSWA outlined in the state’s MOA. If a state’s requirements are 
more stringent than the federal requirements, HSWA provision will also remain in effect; thus 
regulated handlers must comply with any more stringent state requirements. 
 
2.2.1 Hazardous Waste Combustion under RCRA and Clean Air Act 
 
When the EPA promulgated MACT EEE regulations for hazardous waste combustion under the 
Clean Air Act (CAA), it envisioned integration of both RCRA and MACT requirements for 
emissions standards. The EPA does not anticipate a hazardous waste combustion unit to be 
regulated for compliance with emissions standards under both RCRA and CAA. For both 
incinerators and boilers, the RCRA emissions standards would not apply once an owner or 
operator of an existing hazardous waste unit has demonstrated compliance with MACT 
requirements under Part 63 Subpart EEE.  
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It was expected that once a state has received authorization for both RCRA (Cluster XVIII, 
Checklist 217) and MACT EEE under the CAA program, the RCRA permit conditions related to 
the emissions standards would be removed from the RCRA permit and transferred to the Title V 
operating permit under the CAA. Until then, however, the RCRA permit conditions that were 
based on the MACT EEE emissions standards will continue to be in effect in the RCRA permit.  
Even after the transfer of emissions related RCRA permit conditions to the air program, the 
RCRA program will continue to enforce all other RCRA permit conditions related to the waste 
management, financial assurance and closure requirements.  
 
Until the state receives both above mentioned RCRA authorizations and MACT EEE delegation, 
the EPA will continue to remain the authority for approval of the MACT EEE comprehensive 
performance test (CPT) plans, alternative monitoring application (AMA) requests, methods 
modification requests for sampling and analyses, and issuing Finding of Compliance based on 
the test results. Even after the state has received such RCRA and MACT EEE 
authorization/delegation, the EPA will continue to be the authority for approval of: (a) Major 
Alternative Monitoring Applications requests, and (b) all Major, Intermediate and Minor 
requests for sampling and analytical methods.   
 
 



Status of RCRA Cluster XVIII Authorization and MACT EEE Delegation 



 



AR OK TX LA 



RCRA Authorization Cluster XVIII 
(NESHAP MACT EEE) 



No Yes No Yes 



CLEAN AIR ACT – Title V Delegation Yes Yes Yes Yes 



MACT (EEE) Delegation No Yes Yes Yes 



MACT EEE CPT Plan Approval EPA Yes EPA Yes 



Approval of Major AMA Requests EPA EPA EPA EPA 



Approval of Intermediate and Minor AMA EPA Yes EPA Yes 



Approval of All Sampling and Analytical 
Method Modification Requests 



EPA Yes EPA Yes 



Issuing Finding of Compliance EPA Yes EPA Yes 



 
Note:  New Mexico does not have any hazardous waste combustion units. 
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2.2.2 Monitoring and Measuring Authorization Progress: 
 
The states’ regulations are being monitored by the Headquarters’ State Authorization Tracking 
System (StaTS). StaTS is an information system designed to document the progress of each state 
and territory in establishing and maintaining RCRA-authorized hazardous waste management 
programs. StaTS tracks the status of each state with regard to changes made to the federal 
hazardous waste regulations. Authorization information is updated on a quarterly basis. Adoption 
information is updated twice a year, after the second and fourth quarters. 
 
Another way that the EPA Region 6 meets its oversight responsibilities is through the 
codification process. This process provides a means for monitoring state authorized programs by 
ensuring that states remain in compliance with the requirements of 40 CFR Part 271. 
Specifically, as part of the codification process, the EPA: 
 



1. Evaluates state statutory authorities and procedures to ensure that they remain 
consistent with 40 CFR 271.6, 271.7 and 271.8; 



2. Identifies state-initiated changes to the authorized program that have not been 
formally submitted to the EPA for review and approval in compliance with 40 CFR 
271.21; and, 



3. Evaluates state hazardous waste compliance monitoring and enforcement 
requirements to ensure that they remain consistent with the requirements of 40 CFR 
271.15 and 271.16. 



 
2.3 SECTION 3:  TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE AND REVIEW PROCESS 
 
Region 6 has historically provided technical assistance to states in a wide variety of program 
areas including program and information management, regulatory interpretations, technical 
assistance in areas such as ground water modeling, and other corrective action areas such as 
characterization of contamination, risk characterization and remedy selection/design.  
 
2.3.1 Permit Oversight and Permit Review Program 
 
As part of the EPA’s oversight role, Region 6 will monitor the issuance of both draft and final 
permits along with significant permit modifications for technical and programmatic consistency.  
 
The EPA routinely reviews draft and final permits that are received and will continue to do so. 
The criteria for selecting permits for or the annual oversight review will consist of: coordinating 
with each state on which applications would receive the most benefit from an oversight review 
(such as active community engagement, high profile and type of facility), the types of permits, 
and the availability of documentation. The Region will request all permit information required 
for the review from the state agency authorized to implement the RCRA program. If the state is 
not able to provide the needed information, then the Region will coordinate with the state to 
contact the facility directly to obtain the information. These reviews will allow the EPA to 
monitor the state’s permitting program by reviewing permits for technical and programmatic 
consistency with the federal requirements. Some of the elements included in this review include 
the permitted units, basic permit requirements, financial assurance requirements, closure 
requirements, and schedules for corrective action completion.  
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The EPA will negotiate with each state on the number of permits to be reviewed in the state 
during the year. 
 
As part of the permit program oversight, the Region has implemented the RCRA Permitting 
Program review. This review is rotated among the Region 6 states. During this review, the EPA 
gathers information on a variety of areas, such as staffing, the permitting process and program 
strengths. Other areas Region 6 will review include how the state implements public 
participation, financial assurance requirements, and the status of permitting actions for both new 
facilities and renewal permits. The Program Review is conducted during an on-site meeting with 
the state and a draft report will be provided for state review. The EPA’s goal is to complete the 
review and finalize the report before the End of Year review.  
 
2.3.2 Monitoring and Measuring Permit Progress 
 
One of the EPA’s goals is to have approved controls in place at permitting baseline facilities in 
order to prevent releases from RCRA hazardous waste management units. The agency’s second 
goal is to update controls by reaching our permit renewal goal. These goals along with the 
Region 6 individual permit reviews and the Permitting Program Review, which include reviews 
for technical and programmatic consistency with the federal requirements, are how the EPA will 
measure the effectiveness of a state’s permitting program. 
 
2.3.3 Monitoring and Measuring Corrective Action Progress 
 
To monitor a state’s corrective action program, in addition to the corrective action tracking 
system for the attainment of the 2020 GPRA Corrective Action goals, the EPA will review 
remedy selection decision documents, i.e., Statement of Basis, Remedial Action Decision 
(RADD) documents, or a Basis of Decision document or Fact Sheet. At least one document per 
state will be reviewed each grant year, during or after, the remedy selection process, for technical 
and programmatic consistency with the federal requirements. Corrective action documents other 
than remedy decision documents may be substituted or added at the EPA’s discretion. The 
criteria for selecting documents will consist of coordinating with each state on which documents 
will receive the most benefit from an oversight review (such as active community engagement, 
high profile and type of facility), and the availability of documentation. The Region will request 
all corrective action information required for the review from the state agency authorized to 
implement the RCRA program. If the state is not able to provide the needed information, then the 
Region will coordinate with the state to contact the facility directly to obtain the information.  
 
In addition, as part of corrective action oversight, the Region has implemented the RCRA 
Corrective Action Program Review. This review is rotated among the Region 6 states. During 
this review Region 6 will gather information on staffing, corrective action process and corrective 
action status. In addition, the EPA will review the information with the states during a meeting. 
The review will be finalized before the End of Year grant review meeting or conference call. 
 
 2.4 SECTION 4:  DATA MANAGEMENT PROCESS 
 
The states must maintain the RCRAInfo database in order to provide a complete and accurate 
picture of all program accomplishments and to support RCRA program goals developed for 
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GPRA. Reporting of the nationally required RCRAInfo core elements is required to properly 
evaluate and track RCRA program progress. A complete list of the nationally defined and 
required values for both Permit Event Codes and Corrective Action Event Codes may be found 
on the RCRAInfo website - https://rcrainfo.epa.gov/ - under the “Help” screens.  
 
2.4.1 Monitoring and Measuring Data Management 
 
Data management reviews are part of the midyear and end-of-year review process, as covered 
under the Cooperative Agreement process. Data and Program Profiles will be generated 
periodically throughout the year to properly analyze both the quality of the data and program 
accomplishments. Those Profiles and reviews will be made available as part of the regular 
program reviews.   
 
2.5 SECTION 5:  PROGRESS OF SUSTAINABILITY PROGRAMS 
 
The EPA and the states work together to promote several national initiatives. The EPA Region 6 
would like all of its states to incorporate sustainability into their RCRA projects. Furthermore, 
Region 6 would like to engage its states and other stakeholders for thoughts on sustainability and 
applicable processes that could maximize social, environmental and economic benefits. A few 
examples of these programs are Environmental Justice analysis, risk assessment/risk 
management, green remediation, stormwater management, sustainable energy and environmental 
footprint analysis. Since these are voluntary programs, a state’s participation is much appreciated 
and all state efforts will be viewed as enhancements to the overall RCRA program. 
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ATTACHMENT A 
6PD RCRA PROGRAM REVIEW CHECKLIST 



 
Midyear FY 2013 



July 1 – December 31, 2012 
 



 
Date of Evaluation: March 18, 2013 
 
Program:   RCRA Section 3011 Hazardous Waste Management Program 
 
Delegated State:  New Mexico 
 
Grant #: D-00625313 
 
EPA Contacts:  Associate Director for Resource Conservation and Recovery Program:  Susan Spalding 
   State/Tribal Oversight Section Chief:  Randall Rush 
   Grants/Project Officer:  Cheryl M. Scott 
   Technical Assistance Coordinator:  Nick Stone 
 
State Contacts:   Hazardous Waste Bureau Chief: John Kieling 
   Permits Management Program: Dave Cobrain 



Financial & Data Management Program: James Valdez 
   Compliance & Technical Assistance Program: Steve Pullen 
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PROGRAM REVIEW 
INDICATOR 



STATUS EPA COMMENTS & RECOMMENDATIONS 



SECTION 1:  COOPERATIVE AGREEMENT PROCESS 



1a) Annual grant commitments  
New Mexico is on track to fulfill its grant 
commitments, with the exception of authorization 
and reporting. See details below. 



Delayed entry of information into RCRAInfo makes it 
difficult to perform effective oversight, as state activities are 
not documented. Likewise, delayed reporting at midyear 
and end of the year adversely affects EPA’s oversight. 



1b) Grant funds used 
appropriately. 



In January 2013, a financial transaction review was 
completed on the state’s December 4, 2012 draw. 
 
The state’s draw downs are appropriate for program 
activities. 



No issues or concerns were found during the financial 
transaction review.  
 
As of December 31, 2012 (midyear of the grant period), the 
state had drawn down $274,313. Region 6 is providing 
funds as they are received from headquarters. As of 
December 31, 2012, EPA had funded three-fourths of the 
award. EPA expects the remainder of the funds to be 
available after a FY2013 budget is passed and the agency’s 
operating plan is approved. 
 
Region 6 is reviewing the draft report of the Inspector 
General’s recent audit of NMED’s water and air grants to 
determine if changes should be made to the RCRA’s 
program oversight. 



1c) Timeliness and 
completeness of QAAP and 
QMP  



The state’s QMP and QAPP were submitted 
February 12, 2013, approved as submitted, and are 
valid until April 1, 2014. 



NMED continues to submit complete and approvable QMPs 
and QAPPs in a timely manner. 



 
 
1d) Timeliness and 
completeness of reports 
 
 



NMED requested a two-day delay in running the 
Midyear RCRAInfo report in order to QA and enter 
data that was received late. 
 
Midyear reports were due February 1, 2012; they 
were submitted on March 8, 2013.  



Communicating about the need for a short delay allowed 
Region 6 to obtain more accurate data for the Midyear 
review. EPA is concerned about the continuing delays in 
entering program activities into RCRAInfo 
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PROGRAM REVIEW 
INDICATOR 



STATUS EPA COMMENTS & RECOMMENDATIONS 



 
1d) Timeliness and 
completeness of reports 
(cont,d.) 



 
An updated Corrective Action Strategic Plan was 
due September 30, 2012; it was submitted March 8, 
2013.  



EPA is concerned about the delay in receiving reports 
needed to perform effective program oversight, including 
updates to the Corrective Action Strategic Plan, permit 
status and staff training information.  



1e) Any changes that may 
impact implementation of 
RCRA program reported to the 
EPA in a timely manner 



No changes have been made that may impact 
implementation of the RCRA program. 



None 



1f) Staff training performed 
and reported to the EPA 



On March 8, 2013, NMED submitted a list of 
training provided to staff during the first half of the 
grant year. The state ensures that staff maintains 
required certifications. 



Region 6 is developing alternatives (i.e., webinars) in order 
to provide training on Ready for Reuse and Land 
Revitalization, Authorization and IC/EC, while operating 
with a reduced travel budget. 



SECTION 2: AUTHORIZATION PROCESS 



2a) State is authorized for 
current RCRA Rules Clusters 



RCRA Clusters XIX, XX and XXI were due to the 
EPA on June 30, 2010, June 30, 2011 and June 30, 
2012, respectively. The state has not met its 
authorization commitments for these Clusters of 
rules. New Mexico plans to adopt XIX through 
XXII hazardous waste rules once the DSW rule is 
published by EPA. Because New Mexico adopts 
federal rules by incorporation, adopting RCRA 
Clusters XIX through XXII before the EPA issues 
the final Definition of Solid Waste (DSW) would 
involve twice the staff time and require that the 
Clusters be submitted to the Environmental 
Improvement Board twice. 
 
RCRA XXII - Rules in RCRA XXII: Hazardous 
Waste Technical Corrections and Clarification. 



We had previously discussed the potential impacts of New 
Mexico’s delay in submitting Clusters XIX through XXI 
and understand that the state does not anticipate that any 
permits will be affected. The state of New Mexico 
anticipates promulgation of the federal rules that are in 
RCRA Clusters XIX and XXII when the DSW becomes 
final in fiscal year 2014. 
  
The draft application for RCRA XXII is due to EPA by June 
30, 2013. 
 
The pending issue to be discussed with NMED is the state’s 
lamp crushing regulations which were added to the state’s 
authorized program under the Universal Waste Program.  
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PROGRAM REVIEW 
INDICATOR 



STATUS EPA COMMENTS & RECOMMENDATIONS 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
2b) Timeliness and 
completeness of authorization 
packages  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



The state of New Mexico anticipates promulgation 
of the federal rules that are in RCRA Clusters XIX 
and XX in early 2013. 
 
The federal rules are: (1) Revisions to the Definition 
of Solid Waste, (2) Academic Laboratories 
Generator Standards, (3) Expansion of RCRA 
Comparable Fuel Exclusion, (4) OECD 
Requirements; Export Shipments of Spend Lead-
Acid Batteries, (5) Hazardous Waste Technical 
Corrections and Clarifications, and (6) Withdrawal 
of the Emission Comparable Fuel Exclusion. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



All the federal rules in RCRA Cluster XIX are Non-HSWA 
provisions. The rules are promulgated pursuant to Non-
HSWA authority and are considered to be neither more nor 
less stringent than the current federal requirements.  
Therefore, there is no impact on the state’s program. 
 
Regarding RCRA Cluster XX, two rules are Non-HSWA 
provisions. However, OECD Requirements: Export 
Shipments of Lead-Acid Batteries is a mandatory rule.   
Therefore, the EPA implements this rule because it is not 
delegable to states. Because of the federal government’s 
special role in matters of foreign policy, the EPA does not 
authorize states to administer federal import/export 
functions in any section of the RCRA hazardous waste 
regulations. States are required to adopt the rule. 
 
The second Non-HSWA rule in RCRA Cluster XX which 
contains some HSWA provision is the Hazardous Waste 
Technical Corrections and Clarifications Rule. States are 
required to adopt the revisions to the manifest regulations 
(the addition of paragraph 262.23(f)) in accordance with the 
consistency requirements in 271.4(c). 40 CFR 262.23 is part 
of the manifest requirements. The remaining revisions are 
technical corrections; no impact. The state’s adoption is 
necessary to make conforming changes to all appropriate 
parts of the RCRA hazardous waste regulations for new 
rules that have since been promulgated. Other than that, the 
rule is an optional provision. 
 
The rules in RCRA Cluster XXI are Removal of Saccharin 
and Its Salts from the Lists of Hazardous Constituents and 
Technical Corrections to Academic Laboratories Generator 
Standards. These two rules are Non-HSWA. The rules are 
promulgated pursuant to Non-HSWA authority and are 
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PROGRAM REVIEW 
INDICATOR 



STATUS EPA COMMENTS & RECOMMENDATIONS 



 
 
2b) Timeliness and 
completeness of authorization 
packages (cont’d.) 



considered to be neither more nor less stringent than the 
current federal requirements. Therefore, there is no impact 
on the state’s program. The state modification deadline is 
July 1, 2012, or July 1, 2013, if a state statutory change is 
necessary. 
 
The rule in RCRA Cluster XXII is also Non-HSWA rule. 
Therefore, there is no impact on the state’s program. 



2c) Meets authorization 
requirements 



RCRA Clusters XIX, XX and XXI are overdue. 
(See 2a, above.) 



Because the state did not submit RCRA Clusters XIX and 
XX, the state did not meet its authorization commitments in 
accordance with 40 CFR part 271.21(e)(1) and (e) (2)(ii). 
New Mexico, like other states, has delayed submission until 
the Definition of Solid Waste (DSW) becomes final, 
anticipated in early 2013. The state informed EPA that it is 
prepared to quickly adopt these Clusters when the DSW 
becomes final. 



2d) Maintenance of legal 
authority necessary to carry out 
delegated program. 



The state of New Mexico adopts the federal RCRA 
regulations by reference. 



There are no legal deficiencies with the state’s statutes or 
regulations to carry out the hazardous waste management 
program. 
 
The EPA will codify RCRA Clusters XIX through XXII 
once the state is granted authorization to administer portions 
of the RCRA program revisions. 



SECTION 3:  TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE/ REVIEW PROCESS 



3a)  Permits are reviewed to 
document consistency with 
federal requirements, including 
public participation 
requirements, financial 
assurance (including cost 



 
The EPA completed the review of the Person 
Generating Station permit on January 17, 2013. 
 
The EPA reviews permit modifications sent by 
NMED on the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant (WIPP). 



 
No issues were identified during the review. 
 
 
These are reviewed on an as-needed basis.  
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PROGRAM REVIEW 
INDICATOR 



STATUS EPA COMMENTS & RECOMMENDATIONS 



estimates for closure/post-
closure care) and compliance 
schedules.   



 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
3b) Progress on permits listed 
on the renewal baseline.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Three facilities are on the permits baseline and 
twelve are on the renewal baseline. Two renewals of 
the twelve were completed previously and one 
renewal has been completed during FY13. 
 
The 2015 baseline has 10 permit renewals listed. 
This total includes several facilities which are 
backlogged from the 2011 permit renewal baseline. 



NMED anticipates only issuing the Western Refining, 
Gallup Refinery permit this fiscal year. Region 6 would like 
to see at least one issued this FY. 
  
Region 6 would like to continue receiving detailed status 
update , and the reasons for any delays, on the facilities 
where the permits have been delayed for several years, 
including Holloman AFB, Kirtland AFB, Sandia, LANL 
and Western Refining, Gallup Refinery, along with a status 
update for any other facilities where renewal applications 
have been received by NMED.  
 
EPA would like NMED to clarify the following in the end 
of year reporting: 
• At the end of FY2012, the Gandy Marley permit was 



proposed as draft by winter of 2012. It is now proposed 
going to public comment in the summer of 2013. 



• At the end of FY2012, NMED was going to check into 
a tank that was never constructed at Holloman AFB 
showing up in RCRAInfo. Also, was the OD unit the 
only permitted unit in that permit? Is there another 
permit for storage at the facility?  



• At the end of FY2012, the Advanced Chemical 
Treatment permit was expected to be issued in the 
summer of 2013. The most current status update has the 
draft permit being issued for public comment in June 
2013. Was this a misstatement at the 2012 End of Year? 



• Regarding Los Alamos National Laboratory, at the end 
of FY2012, NMED committed to check on RCRAInfo 
data which shows 5 units on the permits baseline. Are 
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3b) Progress on permits listed 
on the renewal baseline. 
(cont’d.) 



these data issues?  
NMED also committed to update RCRAInfo data for 
unit TA54L Area 2 (permitted 12/2010). 
The last unit shown is HSWA which NMED put in to 
cover sitewide NFAs and mods. It is listed as PIIN with 
an accomplish date of 12/30/2010. Need an update on 
these actions. Was RCRAInfo updated? 



3c) Additional permits 
reviewed. 



Currently, no additional permits are to be reviewed. N/A 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
3d) Corrective Action 
documents are reviewed for 
technical and programmatic 
consistency with federal 
requirements.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



In 2012, the EPA and NMED provided comments to 
USACE on the Ramah Ranch Munitions Response 
Site (associated with WSMR) in order to complete 
remedial investigation and interim removal action 
(RI/IRA) in 2012. The EPA understands that the 
field activities were completed in 2012 and a 
RI/IRA report will be issued in 2013.  
 
No RAU determinations have been issued during the 
first half of the grant year.   
 
 
 
 
 
No RfR candidates have been identified during the 
first half of the grant year.  



The EPA will review this document upon receipt and 
provide comments to NMED and USACE. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
In 2012, Region 6 and NMED identified several facilities 
that were potential candidates for at least partial RAU 
determinations. In the second half of the grant year, EPA 
Region 6 will work with NMED on completing RAU and 
Status/Type of Use forms (and area-specific CA725 
determinations, if needed) for those sites that qualify.      
 
As part of this review process, the EPA and NMED will 
determine if any of the facilities are candidates for or would 
benefit from an RfR determination. 
 
Region 6 is developing IC/EC training for State Project 
Managers to assist them with populating CA 770/772 data 
in RCRAInfo. The training will likely be provided via 
webinar in the second half of the grant year due to travel 
constraints.  In order to tailor the training, the Region will 
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PROGRAM REVIEW 
INDICATOR 



STATUS EPA COMMENTS & RECOMMENDATIONS 



 
 



first review the status of the IC/EC data in RCRAInfo for 
New Mexico GPRA baseline facilities. 



3e) Corrective Action progress 



To date, no major milestones were achieved during 
the FY13 grant year; however, progress was made 
on a number of units.  
 
NMED submitted an updated Corrective Action 
Strategic Planning Spreadsheet on March 8, 2013. 
 
 
 
 
EPA has joint oversight responsibilities with 
NMED of the RCRA programs at Fort Wingate 
Depot (FWDA) and at Sparton Technologies. At 
FWDA, NMED issued the RCRA permit while EPA 
has Base Closure oversight responsibilities 
 
 
EPA and NMED have joint authority in Sparton's 
Consent Decree, with both overseeing corrective 
action.  



Overall NMED has made satisfactory progress toward the 
2020 target of 95 percent construction complete. 
 
Region 6 is providing oversight and technical assistance to 
NMED regarding the fuel spill at Kirtland AFB, including 
ground water modeling (in-house), contract support 
including review of EDB remediation technologies and a 
study of natural attenuation of EDB in the Albuquerque 
Aquifer. 
 
Region 6 submits document review comments to NMED for 
consideration on FWDA, participates in the semi-annual 
Base Closure Team meetings, and handles miscellaneous 
projects outside the scope of the RCRA permit. NMED has 
been doing a good, thorough job of running the very active 
program at FWDA. 
 
The joint oversight at Sparton has worked well in recent 
years. 
 
Also, Region 6 has begun reviewing corrective action 
documents from Holloman AFB, and will begin sending 
NMED comments on those. 



SECTION 4:  DATA MANAGEMENT PROCESS 



 
4a) Updates databases in a 
timely manner 
 
 



RCRAInfo entries are still lagging behind activity 
completions. 
 
 
 



EPA is working with the state to achieve timely entry into 
RCRAInfo. The previous month’s activities should be 
entered into the database by the 7th working day of each 
month. 
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4a) Updates databases in a 
timely manner. (cont’d.) 



 
 
 
As of midyear, the state had 65 percent coverage of 
facilities that require Financial Assurance, with 94 
percent being up-to-date for that which was entered. 
 



A comprehensive review of historical permitting data in 
RCRAInfo, with particular emphasis on cleaning up data on 
units currently coded as having interim status is needed. 
Region 6 will continue to work with NMED to address any 
data concerns or technical issues with uploading or entering 
the data into RCRAInfo that may arise. 
 
For tracking purposes and to minimize data gaps, we need 
to ensure that information contained in the Permit Status 
report is also updated in RCRAInfo. Region 6 will assist in 
identifying, where necessary, permit events that properly 
denote the activity taking place at regulated facilities. 



SECTION 5:  SUSTAINABILITY PROGRAMS 



5a)  Evaluation of 
sustainability programs 



NMED promotes pollution prevention and 
sustainability through trainings, waste assessments, 
compliance assistance, technical assistance and 
environmental leadership recognition through its 
Green Zia program. 
 
WIPP and White Sands have recently been accepted 
into the Green Zia program. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
NMED participates in sustainability conference calls 
with the EPA and other states in Region 6. 



The EPA and the states work together to promote several 
national initiatives. The EPA Region 6 would like all of its 
states to incorporate sustainability into their RCRA projects. 
Furthermore, Region 6 would like to engage its states and 
other stakeholders for thoughts on sustainability and 
applicable processes that could maximize social, 
environmental and economic benefits. A few examples of 
these programs are Environmental Justice analysis, risk 
assessment/risk management, green remediation, 
stormwater management, sustainable energy and 
environmental footprint analysis. Since these are voluntary 
programs, a state’s participation is much appreciated and all 
state efforts will be viewed as enhancements to the overall 
RCRA program. 
 
Region 6 appreciates NMED’s participation in regionwide 
conference calls related to sustainability.  
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STATE-SPECIFIC ISSUES 



Lamp Crushing 



The New Mexico Hazardous Waste Management 
Regulations at 20.4.1.1001 NMAC provide that 
universal waste handlers “may intentionally break or 
crush lamps.” However, 40 CFR  273.31(b) 
prohibits the dilution or treatment of universal 
wastes, and the crushing and breaking of lamps is 
considered treatment. (See 64 FR 36466 at 36478, 
July 6, 1999.)   
 
 
 
 
 
 
NMED has found both Subtitle C and D facilities 
that are crushing lamps. For instance, a major 
hospital has sought an OK for lamp crushing and 
state facilities are crushing lamps. 
 
The state is discouraging unpermitted facilities from 
lamp crushing 



New Mexico has two options: 
1) Modify state  regulations to prohibit lamp crushing 



by generators under the Universal Waste Rule and 
order current lamp crushing operations to cease and 
desist; or, 
 



2)  Resubmit the lamp crushing provision of the state’s 
regulations with detailed operating requirements, 
monitoring requirements, and risk analysis to 
adequately demonstrate your alternative process is 
equivalent to operations that prohibit treatment of 
spent lamps. 
 



New Mexico and Region 6 are cooperating to identify lamp 
crushers and use other regulatory means to provide state 
control of lamp crushing. 
 
Region recommends that the state discourage unpermitted 
facilities from crushing lamps until headquarters issues 
guidance. 
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FOLLOW UP 



 



COMPLETE ACTION ITEM 
AGENCY 



RESPONSIBLE 
DUE DATE 



   List of potential RAU facilities/data problem list EPA 9/15/2012 



   
11/1/2012 



Select permits to review in FY2013 EPA/NMED 9/30/2012 



   
Review the Detailed GPRA Baseline Reports for the 2015 Renewal Baseline and the 2015 Permit 
Baseline to determine if the units listed are correct, or if these are data quality issues. 



NMED 12/31/2012 



 
3/8/2013 



Update CA Strategic Planning Spreadsheet NMED 9/30/2012 



 
3/8/2013  



Provide detailed status updates on the facilities where permits have been delayed for several years. 
These include Holloman AFB, Kirtland AFB, Person Generating Station, Sandia, LANL and 
Western Refining, Gallup Refinery. 



NMED 12/31/2012 



 
Identify potential discrepancies between the Permit Status report and data contained in RCRAInfo 
for updating by NMED 



EPA 4/19/2013 



 Clarify status of units at LANL and Holloman AFB. (See notes under 3(b)) NMED 6/30/2013 



 Explain reasons for permits that are delayed NMED 6/30/2013 



 Select permits to review in FY2014 EPA/NMED 10/30/2013 



 RAU/RfR training EPA TBD 



 Authorization Training EPA TBD 








			1) Current Human Exposures Under Control (CA725),


			2) Migration of Contaminated Ground Water Under Control (CA750),


			3) Site-wide Remedy Selected (CA400) and


			4) Site-wide Construction Complete (CA550). 


			The State should provide information in a form, table or spreadsheet. Information fields will include:  


			1) Specific class of environmental contamination;


			2) Identification of contaminated media with potential for human exposure;


			3) Type of controls required to address human exposure; 


			4) Estimated date human exposure will be controlled; 


			5) Status of ground water cleanup efforts;


			6) Type of controls required to address ground water migration; 


			7) Estimated date when migration will be controlled; 


			8) Projected date for sitewide construction completion or no further action; and


			9) Projected date for sitewide remedy construction completion or no further action. 


			This information will be invaluable in planning and in managing facilities for the purposes of achieving the 2020 goals and providing information when requested by the Office of Resource Conservation and Recovery and Congress. 


			To further enhance the corrective action tracking system for the attainment of the 2020 Corrective Action goals, the region will request semi-annual updates of estimated projections for completion of facilitywide CA550 (construction completion).


			Objective:  The Resource Conservation Challenge (RCC) is a major national effort to find flexible ways to conserve national resources through waste reduction/minimization and energy recovery. The RCC is broken into four areas:  municipal solid waste, green initiatives (electronics), beneficial use of materials (coal combustion products, slag, construction and demolition materials, and foundry sands), and priority chemical reduction. The focus of this section of the grant is on priority chemical reduction. The priority chemical list includes 31 chemical that are persistent and bioaccumulative.


			The NMED encourages priority chemical reduction through its Green Zia Program, a voluntary program that encourages results by publicly recognizing and showcasing the source reduction, recycling, and advanced manufacturing accomplishments of industrial facilities who commit to preventing pollution, including reducing priority chemical use in products, and minimizing waste generation, including priority chemical waste streams. The NMED also reaches out to small businesses through its technical assistance visits, which not only provide enforcement-free compliance assistance but also identify best management practices to further the goals of pollution prevention and waste minimization.


			5. Look for opportunities to use supplemental environmental projects for waste minimization and pollution prevention activities involving priority chemicals. 


			ADP39.tmp


			Date of Evaluation: March 18, 2013



















From: Scott, Cheryl-m
To: Carter, Cathy; Ehrhart, Richard; Ellinger, Scott; Fruitwala, Kishor; Hendrickson, Charles; Hubner, Tara; King, Laurie; Loesel, Matthew; Mayer,


Richard; Miller, Gary; Patterson, Alima; Potts, Mark; Powell, Sontina; Rush, Randall; Schulze, Jeanne; Scott, Cheryl-m; Singhvi, Sunita; Smith,
Melissa; Spalding, Susan; Stone, Nick; Stubblefield, Joyce; Tidmore, Guy; Torcoletti, Paul; Tucker, Mary; Vogler, David;
Dave.Cobrain@state.nm.us; james.valdez@state.nm.us; john.kieling@state.nm.us; steve.pullen@state.nm.us


Subject: NMED End of Year Review
Date: Friday, October 18, 2013 3:05:15 PM
Attachments: Notes from NMED EOY 2013.docx


workplan matrix for NM EOY 2013.docx
Oversight attachment for NMED 2013 EOY.docx
enf NMED 2013.docx


Attached are the final drafts of documents related to the End of Review of NMED’s RCRA program.
 
Since, the federal government was shut down for nearly two weeks immediately following the review, I’d greatly
appreciate your reviewing my notes. Not everything I wrote September 27 made sense to me today!
 
Please send your revisions/corrections/additions to me by COB Thursday, October 31.
 
THANK YOU!
 
 
Cheryl M. Scott
State/Tribal Oversight (6PD-O)
US EPA, Region 6
214-665-2179
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EPA:


Randall Rush
Cheryl Scott


Susan Spalding








via phone:


Laurie King


Gary Miller


Alima Patterson
Sontina Powell








Jeanne Schulze


Sunita Singhvi


Nick Stone


Mary Tucker





NMED:


John Kieling


Dave Cobrain


Steve Pullen
James Valdez





These are not intended to be a comprehensive report of the End of Year Review, but to note additional items of interest that aren’t included in the Workplan Matrix or Oversight Document.





Authorization:  EPA inquired if New Mexico would consider adopting RCRA Clusters XIX through XXII, which are overdue. Because the current definition of solid waste is incorporated by reference to the CFR into the state’s RCRA statutes, New Mexico needs to wait until EPA publishes the revised definition of solid waste to adopt the latest RCRA rules.





Permitting:  EPA will provide an updated list of interim status units and work with NMED to clarify their current status. Headquarters is interested in adding these to NMED’s baseline.





Corrective Action:  NMED will review the conditions that have changed at the Giant Bloomfield and consider granting a CA725.





Land Revitalization:  EPA will work with NMED in early FY2014 to identify units for RAU determinations. The Navajo Refinery site is being reused and may qualify for RfR. It has a sitewide CA725. 





Next Generation Compliance and Enforcement (FY2014):  Region 6 is considering proposing seven LQGs and two federal facilities for inspection targeting in FY2014. 


Region 6 is comparing BRS data to permitting data to identify discrepancies. EPA will then contact the states regarding the need for inspections of the identified facilities. Region 6 expects to review New Mexico facilities in mid- to late-October and contact Steve Pullen before finalizing the inspection targets. 





Training Requests and Technical Assistance: EPA plans to finalize the facilitation contract for the Kirtland AFB plume by October 1, 2013. NMED needs to inform Region 6 about the length of time needed for the contract. 


There may be some contract funds available for EPA’s Ada lab to perform reviews of the groundwater sample analyses related to the chromium plume at LANL. Isotope samples need to be analyzed and NMED does not have this as part of their contract.





Financial Transaction Review:  As part of the Region’s response to the recent IG audit of the air and water program grants to NMED, the Region performed a financial transaction review of the RCRA grant. EPA was impressed with the thorough documentation provided by James Valdez, who had prepared a notebook containing all payroll records, including signed timesheets, from the final quarter of the grant. 





IG Audit:  EPA Region 6’s response to the IG is due in October. The state’s RCRA program does not seem to have the issues the IG found in the air and water programs.





DoE/DoD sequestration impacts:  It has been difficult for NMED to gauge the potential impacts of sequestration. 





RCRA Grant allocation re-evaluation:  OMB directed EPA to review the RCRA grant allocation formula which was last reviewed in 1996. The Agency plans to have an allocation plan approved for the FY2015 grants. EPA will hold a call with the states as the plan is finalized.





All States Meeting:  Region 6 noted the success of the RCRA All States Meeting organized by NMED and thanked them for their participation. The action points from the meeting have been addressed and distributed to the state contacts. EPA will schedule a conference call late in the calendar year with NMED and the 2014 host state.








Other Review Activities: Region 6 noted that the site visits arranged by NMED were most helpful.





Kirtland AFB:  On September 25, 2013, Susan Spalding, Randall Rush and Scott Ellinger were briefed by the contractor at the Kirtland AFB fuel spill plume site and toured the soil vapor extraction unit and nearby monitoring wells. At a stakeholders meeting the previous evening, Scott Ellinger had presented the results of a groundwater modeling study he developed to predict the movement of the plume and EPA contractors had presented the results of a study comparing the results of EDB remediation projects at similar sites. 





LANL:  On September 26, 2013, Susan Spalding, Randall Rush and Cheryl Scott toured areas at LANL. The results of recent record rains were evident. The roads to the wetlands and monitoring well site related to the chromium plume had just been graded and opened that morning.





Over two decades, beginning in the early 1960s, the cooling towers at the top of Sandia Canyon were flushed daily with dichromate. LANL estimates that 180,000 pounds of chromium were washed into the canyon over 20 years. The wetlands that formed below the towers at the base of canyon transformed 20 percent to 40 percent of the dichromate to chromium 3 and trapped it. Flooding in 2013 and recent record rains threatened to wash away the wetlands and release the chromium. The contractors explained the excavation, damming and replanting work being done to protect and enhance the 6-acre wetlands. They are also working with the landfill at the top of the canyon to prevent damage from runoff and repair damage done earlier in the week.





The runoff traveled down the canyon about 2 miles before hitting an infiltration point and a little further on turning into Mortandal Canyon. The regular aquifer flow is to the southeast and the San Ildefonso Pueblo is at the bottom of the next canyon. Well R-50,100 yards from the pueblo boundary, is showing 100 ppb. It is assumed that the plume crosses the pueblo boundary. EPA would like to see at least one monitoring well within the San Ildefonso Pueblo boundaries to delineate the extent of the plume. 





Monitoring wells continued operating throughout the recent flooding. Wells R-44 and R-45 on the western edge of the plume are showing 20 ppb chromium. The plume extends beyond R-44.





The group toured the area around well R-28 which includes a treatment facility. Since September 7, 2013, the well has been operating continuously and containing 350 to 400 ppb chromium. The discharge is stored in 10 frac tanks and then treated on site. The innovative, three-stage filtering system has proven quite effective in removing the chromium. The water is then held in three holding pits until post-treatment sampling confirms that it meets land application criteria. Currently the resin filters from the treatment tanks are regularly removed and disposed of. Siemens is exploring using a different filter which may reduce both the time and cost of treatment. The contractor intends to pump until the ground freezes, about Thanksgiving.





In the afternoon, the group toured Area G where TRU waste is characterized, sorted and repackaged for transport to disposal areas. After the 2011 Las Conchas fire threatened the LANL site, DoE and NMED agreed to change the environmental cleanup priorities to focus on the accelerated removal of 3,706 cubic meters of what was determined to be the most dispersible and/or combustible above-ground TRU waste. 





The project began in January 2012. Using Waste Control Specialist (WCS) in Andrews, Texas, to dispose of the lowest level waste has allowed the contractor to reduce shipments to WIPP while increasing the volume removed more than threefold this year. Other operational improvements will help the contractor slightly exceed the FY2013 goal of 2,600 cubic yards removed and they are on track to finish the project before the end of FY2014. They actually expect to complete the final shipment of this waste in early spring of 2014. It should be noted that this waste does not include newly generated TRU waste (LANL has the nation’s largest plutonium facility.) nor other TRU waste not determined to be the most dispersible and/or combustible.





The group toured domes where the legacy waste containers are stored. Additionally they observed workers in buildings constructed within the domes to prevent radiation contamination as they sorted and repacked legacy containers of TRU waste. Shifts work around the clock with carefully monitored and limited exposure. Finally, the group drove past the transportation facility where waste boxes are loaded and trucks are inspected before leaving LANL for the WIPP or WCS. The final convoy in FY2013 was preparing to leave.
















			STATE OF NEW MEXICO


RESOURCE CONSERVATION AND RECOVERY ACT (RCRA) HAZARDOUS WASTE GRANT PROGRAM


2013 End of Year Report – Grant #00625313





The tasks described below are in support of the EPA’s Strategic Plan Goal 3: Cleaning Up Communities and Advancing Sustainable Development, Objectives 3.2: Preserve Land and 3.3: Restore Land.





			PROGRAM ELEMENT:  Authorization


($25,000 in RCRA Section 3011 grant funds were provided for this activity.)





			


Activity A: Authorization of Rules





RCRA Cluster XXI (July 1, 2010 through June 30, 2011)  





Task 1:  The NMED will consider the optional rules in Cluster XXI. If NMED adopts the rules in Cluster XXI it will submit a complete draft application for the RCRA Cluster XXI no later than May 31, 2013.





Task 2:  The EPA will provide review comments within forty-five (45) days of receipt of a complete draft application for the respective RCRA Cluster.





Task 3:  The NMED will submit a complete final application for each RCRA Cluster within thirty (30) days of receipt of the EPA’s comments.





EPA Comments:  Because New Mexico adopts federal rules by incorporation, the state has delayed submission of RCRA Clusters until EPA issues the final Definition of Solid Waste (DSW). The state informed EPA that it is prepared to quickly adopt Cluster XX though XXII when the DSW becomes final in FY2014.





RCRA Cluster XXII (July 1, 2011 through June 30, 2012) draft application is due to the Region by June 30, 2013. The state modification deadline is July 1, 2013, (or July 1, 2014 if a state statutory change is necessary).








			


Activity B:  Adoption of New Hazardous Waste Rules





Task 1: In accordance with 40 CFR 271.21(e), states must modify their programs to reflect federal program changes and must subsequently submit the modification to EPA for approval. The state program must be modified within one year of the date of the federal program change. States are encouraged to adopt new hazardous waste rules promulgated by EPA and published in the Federal Register from July 1, 1984, through the most recent cluster, to maintain regulatory equivalency and program authorization. Also the state should keep EPA fully informed of any proposed modifications to its basic statutory or regulatory authority, its forms procedures or priorities.





EPA Comments:  At the end of FY 2013, the state of New Mexico RCRA Clusters XIX, XX and XXII were overdue. The submission dates for RCRA Clusters XIX, XX and XXI were June 30, 2010, June 30, 2011 and June 30, 2012, respectively. However, the state of New Mexico anticipated adoption of the federal rules in RCRA Clusters XIX through XXII soon after the DSW becomes final. The modification deadline for RCRA Cluster XXI was July 1, 2012, or July 1, 2013, if the state has regulatory or statutory amendments in accordance with 271.21(e)(2)(v).








			Activity C:  EPA/State Authorization Coordination Activities





Task 1:  During the year, the EPA and NMED will actively participate in identifying problems and developing solutions and strategies for the authorization process.





Task 2:  NMED will support the EPA’s codification of the State’s authorized hazardous waste program when it grants final authorization.





Task 3:  NMED and the EPA will develop work share agreements, as necessary to build the State’s capability and ensure efficient use of state and federal resources for environmental results.





Task 4:  NMED will work with the EPA to address authorization concerns and receive final authorization for federal rules previously adopted but not authorized.





EPA Comments:  The EPA informed NMED during the 2011 and 2012 End of Year reviews that delaying adoption of Cluster XX may impact the state’s permitting program. While the state does not anticipate any impacts from the delay, the EPA is prepared to work with the state through joint permitting agreements to address any potential impacts which may develop.





			Activity D:  Maintain Equivalency to the Federal Program 





Task 1:  NMED will maintain equivalency to the federal program during NMED initiated program modifications – statutory, regulatory and administrative.





Task 2:  NMED will notify the EPA within sixty (60) days of any state legislative changes that could become a national concern or impact the state’s authorized program. The state will submit to the EPA regulatory changes and state-initiated program modifications – statutory, regulator and administrative (see 40 CFR 271.21) – within 60 (sixty) days of their effective date. 





EPA Comments:  The state shall keep the EPA fully informed of any proposed modifications to its basic statutory or regulatory authority, its forms, procedures or priorities in accordance with 271.21(a).





			Activity E:  Authorization of Major Rules





States are encouraged to seek authorization for major rules that expand the scope of state programs, such as Land Disposal Restrictions, Corrective Action, and Air Emissions Rules, and authorization of less stringent rules that improve the management of certain waste such as the Universal Waste Rule. 





EPA Comments:  The State of New Mexico is authorized for all the major rules and some of the less stringent federal regulations.


Effective March 23, 2012, the state of New Mexico program revisions for RCRA Clusters X through XVIII have been codified into 40 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) parts 272.





			Activity F:  Authorization of Optional Rules





Task 1:  States are encouraged to seek authorization for Delisting. The EPA Region 6 will provide training for those states seeking this authorization.





Task 2:  States are encouraged to seek authorization of less stringent rules that improve the management of certain waste, such as the Universal Waste Rule.





EPA Comments:  The State of New Mexico has not expressed interest in seeking authorization for delisted waste.





			Activity G:  Codification





EPA comments:  EPA will codify RCRA Clusters XIX through XXII when the New Mexico is granted authorization to administer portions of the RCRA program revisions.





			PROGRAM ELEMENT:  Permitting and Closure


($185,000 in RCRA Section 3011 grant funds were provided for this activity.)





			Objective:  The strategic goals for permit and closure activities at hazardous waste facilities are:


1. Demonstrate substantial progress in permitting land disposal and combustion facilities consistent with the Government Performance and Results Act (GPRA) facilities*.


2. Demonstrate substantial progress in reducing risks at inactive land disposal facilities. 





Facilities Not Under Control: 		


· Sandia National Laboratory for the U.S. DOE (10 units with interim status shown)


· U.S. DOE Los Alamos National Laboratory (3 units shown as protective filer and 2 units shown as interim status protective filer)






			FY12-FY15 PERMIT RENEWAL BASELINE





			EPA ID


			Facility Name


			Completion Date





			NM2750211235


			U.S. ARMY, WHITE SANDS MISSILE RANGE


			01/08/2010





			NM4890139088


			USDOE WASTE ISOLATION PILOT PLANT


			12/30/2010





			NM0001002484


			GANDY MARLEY INC TRIASSIC PARK


			1





			NM6572124422


			HOLLOMAN AIR FORCE BASE


			





			NM9570024423


			KIRTLAND AIR FORCE BASE


			





			NMT360010342


			PNM PERSON GENERATING STATION


			9/6/2012





			NMD002208627


			ADVANCED CHEMICAL TREATMENT (was RINCHEM COMPANY, INC.)


			





			NMD980698849


			SAFETY-KLEEN SYSTEMS INC


			





			NMD000804294


			SAFETY-KLEEN SYSTEMS INC


			





			NM5890110518


			SANDIA NATIONAL LABORATORIES / NM


			2





			NM0890010515


			U.S. DOE/NNSA LOS ALAMOS NATIONAL LABORATORY


			





			NMD000333211


			WESTERN REFINING SOUTHWEST INC.- GALLUP REFINERY


			3











1 NMED anticipates that a draft permit will be issued for public comment in the fall of 2013.


2  NMED issued the draft permit for public comment on September 17, 2012.The comment period was extended twice for a total of 150 days upon request of interested parties. The notice period ended on February 15, 2013. NMED anticipates that a requested public hearing will be held in March 2014.


3 NMED anticipates issuing the final permit early in FY2014.





			Task 1:  OP200 - Renewals


OP200 Final Determinations for Land Disposal, Combustion, Storage/Treatment Facilities - The state will complete one OP200 activity.





 EPA Comments:  none





			ask 2:  PC200 - Final Determinations


PC200 Final Determinations Incorporating Unpermitted Units at Land Disposal Post-Closure (GPRA Facilities Only)*


Anticipated Post-Closure activities may be incorporated into Permitting activities under Task 1 and Task 2. 





EPA Comments: The Final Determination was completed for the Dry Well unit at Person Generating Station, meeting the grant commitment.





* Includes GPRA Permits Baseline facilities and Technical Areas at LANL and SNL are equivalent to "facilities.”





			Task 3:  PC240 - Permit Modifications


PC240 Permit Modifications Incorporating Unpermitted Units at Land Disposal Post-Closure (GPRA Facilities Only)*


Anticipated Post-Closure activities may be incorporated into Permitting activities under Task 1 and Task 2. 





EPA Comments: Grant commitment met. See Task 2. 





			Task 4:  CA360, CA370, CA380


The state will complete 1 activity. These actions can be any combination of:


· CA360 Closure Plan Approvals


· CA370 Closure Certifications and


· CA380 Closure Verifications





EPA Comments:  This commitment was not met.





			Task 5:  OP200


The state will continue to be aware of facilities on the GPRA Permitting and Post-Closure Baseline and work towards the “control” of these facilities through Permits or other appropriate instruments.


Expected to complete one (1) OP200 renewal activity by the end of the FY13 grant period. (see Task 1 above).





EPA Comments:  none





			PROGRAM ELEMENT:  Corrective Action


($285,000 in RCRA Section 3011 grant funds were provided for this activity.)





			Objective:  The Corrective Action program has four program goals:


1. Focus program resources and actions at 2020 GPRA facilities.


2. Continue to emphasize the stabilization initiative.


3. Maximize actual environmental results.


4. Streamline and accelerate the pace of the program.  





			The list below includes facilities that New Mexico may have regarding corrective action activities at specific units (SWMUs or AOCs) to meet Task 1 (CA350, CA375, CA450, CA999) and Task 2 (CA400, CA550, CA600, CA650) of the Corrective Action Element of the Grant Work Plan.








			EPA ID


			Facility Name





			NM7572124454


			Cannon Air Force Base





			NM6213820974


			Fort Wingate Depot Activity





			NMD089416416


			Western Refining – Bloomfield





			NMD000333211


			Western Refining – Gallup





			NM6572124422


			Holloman Air Force Base





			NM9570024423


			Kirtland Air Force Base





			NM8800019434


			NASA Johnson Space Center White Sands Test Facility





			NMD048918817


			Navajo Refining Company





			NM5890110518


			Sandia National Laboratories/NM





			NMD083212332


			Sparton Technologies





			NM0890010515


			U.S. NNSA/DOE Los Alamos National Laboratory





			NM5572124456


			US Air Force Melrose Range





			NM4213720101


			USAADACEN & Ft. Bliss





			NM2750211235


			White Sands Missile Range














EPA Comments:  While NMED is on track to meet GPRA goals, the state will need to complete at least one final determination in FY2014 to meet GPRA 2015 goals. EPA is concerned about the impact of budget reductions on our federal partners’ ability to continue to make progress toward meeting these goals.





			Task 1:  CA350, CA375, CA450 and CA999 


The state will complete three activities located at GPRA facilities. These actions can be any combination of:


· CA350 CM Approved/Remedy Selected


· CA375 Decision on Petition for No Further Action


· CA450 Corrective Measures Design Approved


· CA999 CA Process Terminated





EPA Comments:  Petitions for No Further Action Required (CA375) were approved for three units at Sandia National Laboratory, meeting the annual grant commitment. Additionally, Corrective Action Complete Without Controls (CA375) were completed at 13 units at Holloman Air Force Base.





			Task 2:  CA400, CA550, CA600 and CA650 at GPRA Facilities 


The state will complete four activities located at GPRA facilities. These actions can be any combination of:


· CA400 Date for Remedy Selection


· CA550 Certification of Remedy Completion or Construction Completion


· CA600 Stabilization Measures Implements


· CA650 Stabilization Construction Completed





EPA Comments:  The grant commitment was exceed at Midyear and no additional activities have been completed since then. 


· 16 CA400’s for units at Los Alamos National Laboratory


·   5 CA550RC’s for units at Holloman Air Force Base.





			Task 3:  CA725s – Human Exposures Controlled  facilitywide at GPRA Facilities


(NMED is not expecting further accomplishment on CA725 activities during the 2013 grant period.)





EPA Comments:    Under Control NOT Achieved:


· US DOE Los Alamos Scientific Laboratory (LANL)	 


· US Army Ft. Wingate


· Giant Refining- Bloomfield	





NMED reported during the 2012 End of Year Review, that LANL will not be achieving CA725 in the near future, because reallocation of resources to the removal of TRU wastes from TA-54 MDA G. LANL still has some characterization work to complete. Based on the schedule in the Consent Order, LANL is expected to have characterization work completed by 2015. Depending on the success of removing waste from TA-54 MDA-G, NMED will consider moving Consent Order compliance dates into the future. As of now, NMED is not considering changing the compliance schedule in the Consent Order. NMED is waiting to determine the progress being made on the waste removal. 





At the 2013 Midyear Review, NMED reported that the CA725 for Giant Refining-Bloomfield had been withdrawn. 








			Task 4:  CA750 – Groundwater Releases Controlled facilitywide at GPRA Facilities


(NMED is not expecting further accomplishment on CA750 activities during the 2013 grant period.)





EPA Comments:  NMED issued a post-closure order for Roswell Compression Station in March 2013. 


At the 2013 Midyear Review, NMED reported that they expected to complete the CA750 for Western Refining, Bloomfield Refinery by December 31, 2013.





			


Task 5:  CA400 – Facilitywide Remedy Selection


(NMED is not expecting further accomplishment on CA400 activities during the 2013 grant period.)








			


Task 6:  CA550 – Facilitywide Construction Completion


(NMED is not expecting further accomplishment on CA550 activities during the 2013 grant period.)











			Corrective Action Status for the 23 New Mexico Facilities on the 2020 RCRA GPRA Corrective Action Baseline





			Code


			FY 091


			FY102


			FY113


			


FY124





			FY 135


Midyear


			FY 136


			FY20 Goal





			CA725 Human Exposures


			20/23


87%


			20/23


87%


			20/23


87%


			20/23


87%


			20/23


87%


			20/23


87%


			22/23


95%





			CA750 Ground Water


			14/23


61%


			14/23


61%


			14/23


61%


			14/23


61%


			14/23


61%


			14/23


61%


			22/23


95%





			CA400 Site-wide Remedy Selection


			8/23


35%


			8/23


35%


			9/23


39%


			9/23


39%


			9/23


39%


			9/23


39%


			n/a





			CA550 Site-wide Construction Complete


			8/23


35%


			8/23


35%


			10/23


44%


			10/23


44 %


			10/23


44%


			10/23


44%


			22/23


95%





			
1 Actual number of facilities on baseline achieving measurement as of 07/10/2009.
2 Actual number of facilities on baseline achieving measurement as of 08/02/2010.
3 Actual number of facilities on baseline achieving measurement as of 01/07/2011.
4 Actual number of facilities on baseline achieving measurement as of 07/16/2012.
5 Actual number of facilities on baseline achieving measurement as of 01/14/2013.
6 Actual number of facilities on baseline achieving measurement as of 07/15/2013.




























































































EPA Comments:  No change this FY. NMED is on track to meet 2020 GRPA goals according to their strategic plan.








			Task 7:  Ready-for-Reuse Program


Participation in the Ready-for-Reuse Program – The state will seek opportunities to promote redevelopment at TSD facilities, generators, and other sites using EPA Ready-for-Reuse program guidance.


The EPA and NMED will work together to enhance greener cleanups. Through training and greater collaboration during site-specific cleanups, the EPA and NMED will encourage the following remediation principles and practices:


· Reuse:  Reusing material onsite during remediation activities, such as using onsite water for dust suppression, reusing empty cylinders or tanks, reusing bricks extracted during demolition;


· Recycling:  Salvaging and selling scrap materials;


· Waste Stream Reduction:  Treating wastes onsite versus transfer for offsite disposal, carefully managing wastes streams to segregate wastes into lesser categories (determined on a case-by-case basis), and;


· Resource Conservation:  Using cleaner energy, using alternative energy sources and reducing the volume of clean water needed. 





EPA Comments:  No Ready for Reuse Determinations were issued in the grant year; however, TA 32 at Los Alamos National Lab and parcels at Fort Wingate have been identified as potential candidates for future RfRs.


 


In early FY2014, Region 6 will work with NMED to identify sites, or portions thereof, eligible for Ready for Anticipated Use Determinations and complete the associated documentation. 


 


In the upcoming grant year, Region 6 will examine methods/opportunities to provide training to NMED staff on sustainable revitalization/green remediation, siting renewable energy on contaminated lands, vapor intrusion, GPRA/RCRA CA measures, RAU/RfR, and ICs/ECs.   





			Task 8:  Corrective Action Strategic Planning 


Region 6 and the NMED have worked together in the past to meet or exceed the New Mexico's  portion of the environmental milestones (goals) set by the  EPA’s Office of Resource Conservation and Recovery and reported to Congress. In this spirit of cooperation, the EPA Region 6 asks NMED to update the information sites on the 2020 corrective action baseline which have not achieved one or more of the following environmental milestones for RCRA Corrective Action:  


1) Current Human Exposures Under Control (CA725),


2) Migration of Contaminated Ground Water Under Control (CA750),


3) Site-wide Remedy Selected (CA400) and


4) Site-wide Construction Complete (CA550). 





The State should provide information in a form, table or spreadsheet. Information fields will include:  


1) Specific class of environmental contamination;


2) Identification of contaminated media with potential for human exposure;


3) Type of controls required to address human exposure; 


4) Estimated date human exposure will be controlled; 


5) Status of ground water cleanup efforts;


6) Type of controls required to address ground water migration; 


7) Estimated date when migration will be controlled; 


8) Projected date for sitewide construction completion or no further action; and


9) Projected date for sitewide remedy construction completion or no further action. 





This information will be invaluable in planning and in managing facilities for the purposes of achieving the 2020 goals and providing information when requested by the Office of Resource Conservation and Recovery and Congress. 


To further enhance the corrective action tracking system for the attainment of the 2020 Corrective Action goals, the region will request semi-annual updates of estimated projections for completion of facilitywide CA550 (construction completion).





EPA Comments: The state submitted an updated CA Strategic Planning Spreadsheet March 8, 2013.





			PROGRAM ELEMENT:  Promotion of Waste Minimization and Pollution Prevention





			Objective:  The Resource Conservation Challenge (RCC) is a major national effort to find flexible ways to conserve national resources through waste reduction/minimization and energy recovery. The RCC is broken into four areas:  municipal solid waste, green initiatives (electronics), beneficial use of materials (coal combustion products, slag, construction and demolition materials, and foundry sands), and priority chemical reduction. The focus of this section of the grant is on priority chemical reduction. The priority chemical list includes 31 chemical that are persistent and bioaccumulative.





The NMED encourages priority chemical reduction through its Green Zia Program, a voluntary program that encourages results by publicly recognizing and showcasing the source reduction, recycling, and advanced manufacturing accomplishments of industrial facilities who commit to preventing pollution, including reducing priority chemical use in products, and minimizing waste generation, including priority chemical waste streams. The NMED also reaches out to small businesses through its technical assistance visits, which not only provide enforcement-free compliance assistance but also identify best management practices to further the goals of pollution prevention and waste minimization.





The NMED will provide ideas for potential priority chemical reduction or other chemical reduction projects. EPA will provide technical assistance and support the State’s waste minimization / pollution prevention, and energy recovery efforts. EPA will recognize and promote the Green Zia program and other NMED programs related to the RCC. 





The NMED agrees to undertake the following waste minimization and pollution prevention activities in support of this program element:


1. Assist in educating the regulated communities about pollution prevention and waste minimization through its technical assistance program including at least 50 technical assistance visits at small businesses,


2. Incorporate pollution prevention and waste minimization outreach into inspections,


3. Determine compliance with waste minimization requirements,


4. Promote the NMED Green Zia Program to expand participation of small businesses, and 


5. Look for opportunities to use supplemental environmental projects for waste minimization and pollution prevention activities involving priority chemicals. 





EPA Comments:  The EPA and the states work together to promote several national initiatives. The EPA Region 6 would like all of its states to incorporate sustainability into their RCRA projects. Furthermore, Region 6 would like to engage its states and other stakeholders for thoughts on sustainability and applicable processes that could maximize social, environmental and economic benefits. A few examples of these programs are Environmental Justice analysis, risk assessment/risk management, green remediation, stormwater management, sustainable energy and environmental footprint analysis. Since these are voluntary programs, a state’s participation is much appreciated and all state efforts will be viewed as enhancements to the overall RCRA program. EPA is pleased that NMED is an enthusiastic participant in the regional sustainability network with the EPA and other states in Region 6. 





Region 6 appreciates NMED’s participation in regionwide conference calls related to sustainability and their assistance with the Federal Green Challenge program. The New Mexico NASA facility received top honors in the program and the VA in Albuquerque is working with Region 6 to join the program.





Additionally, the NMED continues to encourage priority chemical reduction through its Green Zia Program and to further the goals of pollution prevention and waste minimization through its technical assistance visits to small businesses. WIPP and White Sands have recently been accepted into the Green Zia program.





			





			PROGRAM ELEMENT:  Environmental Justice





			Objective:  Through the New Mexico Environmental Justice Executive Order 2205-056, NMED is  committed to affording all New Mexicans, including people of color and low-income communities, fair treatment and meaningful opportunities for involvement in the development, implementation and enforcement of environmental laws and regulations regardless of race, creed, color, national origin, gender, disability, religious or political affiliation, income or educational level. 





NMED Comments: NMED has established two Environmental Justice Liaisons to work with New Mexicans and New Mexico Communities on environmental justice concerns and issues through extensive community outreach and through increased notice and participation in permitting activities and public hearings. NMED continues to enhance its relationship with tribes and translates materials into Zuni, Navajo and Spanish. NMED agrees to continue to seek public input and comment on environmental concerns in New Mexico communities while conducting Permitting, Corrective Action, and Enforcement activities under the RCRA Program. 





EPA Comments:  NMED has extensive public outreach and opportunities for public comment on agency activities. 





			PROGRAM ELEMENT:  Program Management


($40,000 in RCRA Section 3011 grant funds were provided for this activity.)





			Objective:  The EPA will transmit all significant guidance documents to NMED with a cover letter clearly stating the purpose of the documents. Within 45 days after receipt, NMED will provide the EPA a written response identifying any problems with guidance implementation. The EPA and NMED will strive to jointly arrive at a solution/decision on guidance implementation. 





EPA Comments:  Ongoing  





			Activity A:  Performance Reports


Performance reports will be submitted to the EPA within 30 days of the midyear and end of year of the grant. These reports will contain brief information on the following: 


1. A comparison of actual accomplishments to the commitments in the work plan. 


2. If reasonable progress toward meeting grant commitments is not documented at midyear and/or annual commitments are not met at end of year, the reason, including: 


 (a)   Problems, delays, or adverse conditions which will materially impair the state’s ability to meet the grant commitments; 
 (b)   A statement of the action taken, or contemplated; and 
 (c)   Any assistance needed to resolve the situation. 


       3.   Favorable developments which enable the state to exceed grant commitments. 



EPA Comments:  End of Year reports were due August 1, 2013. The enforcement report and list of staff trainings was received August 15, 2013. The permit status update report was received September 11, 2013.





NMED Comments:  In past few months, there has been an increased focus on the Kirtland Air Force Base Fuel Spill and, to a lesser extent, LANL Permit Modifications. The additional meetings with the facilities related to these issues have impacted NMED’s response times and their ability to schedule actions (such as hearings) with other NMED staff and attorneys has become more difficult to coordinate.  Also, the state’s interactions with the New Mexico Air Force Bases have been delayed by the Air Force due to their new performance-based contract sent out for bid in April and anticipated to be awarded on October 1, 2013.





			Activity B:  Quality Assurance


The NMED must submit an updated Quality Assurance Project Plan (QAPP) and a Quality Management Plan (QMP) by the end of February of each year during the grant period. If there have been no changes to either Plan from the previous FY, NMED must submit new signature pages and documentation stating that both Plans are current. At the time this work plan was approved, both the QMP and QAPP were to expire on March 31, 2012. 





EPA Comments:  The state’s QMP and QAPP were submitted February 12, 2013, were approved as submitted, and are valid until April 1, 2014. 





			Activity C:  Training


The NMED will present the RCRA core curriculum courses or their equivalent as needed for new staff and ensure all NMED personnel are kept up-to-date in all new rules and regulations. Training for RCRA inspectors must be provided to ensure compliance with EPA Order 3500.1. 





EPA Comments: NMED provides staff training and ensures that staff maintains required certifications. A list of training provided in FY2013 is attached. EPA’s opportunities to present training, including authorization, RCRAInfo, and land revitalization, are restricted by the Agency’s reduced travel budget. Region 6 is working to create online training where possible. Region 6 has offered to assist NMED in completing RAU determinations at Cannon AFB and Fort Wingate as training exercise.





			Activity D:  Monthly grant conference calls


The NMED and the EPA will participate in a monthly conference call on the second Wednesday of each month (if there are agenda items) to discuss grant commitment accomplishments and other issues. 





EPA Comments:  Conference calls are held on the second Tuesday of each month, when there are issues to discuss.





			Activity E:  Foreign Waste Reporting


The NMED will collect and keep on file the following:


1. Copies of all notifications of intent to receive foreign waste from treatment, storage, and disposal facilities (40 CFR 264.12) and


2. Copies of manifests showing shipments of hazardous waste originating from, or exported to, foreign countries. 





EPA Comments:  Ongoing





			Activity F:  Final Financial Report


The Final Financial Report (FFR) for 2013 will be submitted no later than 90 days after the close of the program year on June 30, 2013. 





EPA Comments:  The 2012 FFR was submitted in on September 28, 2012, and the grant was closed out on October 12, 2012. The 2013 FFR is due on 
September 31, 2013. Draw downs were made for the entire grant funding and the grant was closed in the Compass Data Warehouse on July 23, 2013.





			Program Element:  Information Management


($40,000 in RCRA Section 3011 grant funds were provided for this activity.)





			Objective:  The NMED must maintain RCRAInfo in order to provide a complete and accurate picture of program accomplishments. The data retrieved from RCRAInfo should be reliable in order to support the RCRA program goals developed for the GPRA. The reporting of national RCRAInfo core elements and institutional control/engineering control information is necessary to review and track RCRA program progress toward GPRA goals. 





			Activity A:  RCRAInfo


The NMED will enter all quality assured data into the EPA database by the seventh working day of each month. The NMED should review and improve the current RCRA universes to assure a nationally consistent information base.





Data quality – To assist in the quality and timing of data entry, Region 6 will provide the necessary training for the state to review and address the data quality issues. Region 6 will continue to work with the state to address the issues, directly, through a work share or other agreements. 





EPA Comments:  More focus is needed to ensure that data entry for Permitting data, IC/EC data in the Corrective Action module, and Financial Assurance is updated in a timely manner. We need to make a concerted effort to clean up historical permitting data in RCRAInfo on interim status units in order to have a solid 2018 GPRA Permitting baseline for NM. The deadline to submit revisions to the baseline was August 30, 2013. EPA will continue to review the historical RCRAInfo data in all modules for accuracy, work with NMED to research and correct the data, and provide assistance and training with current data entry as needed.





			Activity B:  Hazardous Waste Report (HWR) 


The NMED will collect and assure the quality of its data for the Biennial Hazardous Waste Report, and will accomplish full submission and quality assurance (e.g., pass basic edits) of HWR data to the EPA by the deadline.





EPA Comments:  EPA will notify NMED when the Biennial Report (BR) Implementation Schedule for the 2013 cycle is issued by ORCR in 2014.





			Program Element:  Compliance Evaluation and  Monitoring


($325,000 in RCRA Section 3011 grant funds were provided for Compliance Evaluation and Monitoring/Enforcement Activities .)





			Compliance Evaluation and Monitoring Objective:  The EPA and NMED will agree on the universe of facilities from which Compliance Evaluation Inspections (CEI) or other comparable evaluations will be selected. Should the inspection universe for NMED change during the year, adjustments will be made to the inspection targets.


Fifty-six inspections will be conducted during the grant year at the following:


· CEIs at Federal TSD Facilities – 8 


· CEIs at non-Federal TSDFs – 3 


· CEIs at non-TSDF LQGs1 – 6 


· CEIs at non-TSDF SQGs – 29 


· CEIs at Others2  – 10 





CEIs performed by EPA during the FY, either in conjunction with NMED or solely, will count towards NMED’s grant commitment.





In addition to routine CEIs, the NMED will strive to employ alternative evaluations in its compliance program, such as Follow-Up Inspections (FUI), Focused Compliance Inspections (FCI), Multimedia Inspections, Corrective Action Compliance Evaluations (CAC), Compliance Schedule Evaluations (CSC), Groundwater Monitoring Evaluations (GME), and non-Financial Record Reviews (NRR).





The NMED commits to performing at least 20 percent of all CEIs at facilities that have never been inspected or have not been inspected within the last 10 years. 





1 The universe of non-TSDF LQGs is drawn from the 2005 National Biennial Reporting System universe (28 facilities).


2 Includes CESQGs, Transporters, Non-Notifiers, Used Oil, Universal Waste, etc.





EPA Comments:  Region 6 addressed NMED’s concerns about how the LQG and non-TSDF LQG universes were defined in the draft report, and the discrepancies were resolved. The state exceeded the grant commitments. See the attached Compliance and Enforcement Report.





			Program Element:  Enforcement


($325,000 in RCRA Section 3011 grant funds were provided for Compliance Evaluation and Monitoring/Enforcement Activities.)





			Enforcement Objective: Maintain a high rate of compliance in accordance with the US EPA Hazardous Waste Civil Enforcement Response Policy (December 2003) by taking timely, visible, and appropriate enforcement actions against violators. Focus formal enforcement on the most environmentally significant handlers and encourage a holistic view of compliance through support of multimedia enforcement. The NMED agrees to use the following enforcement tools: notices of violation (NOV), compliance orders, consent orders, civil penalties, compliance schedules, and supplemental environmental projects. The NMED will, when appropriate, expedite enforcement actions against Significant Non-Compliers by requesting settlement conferences at the NOV stage rather than waiting for formal enforcement actions to develop.





EPA Comments:  See the attached Compliance and Enforcement Report.


The week of May 28, 2013, the Hazardous Waste Enforcement Branch conducted a State Review Framework file review with the New Mexico Environment Department. 





			Total Federal Funding: $900,000
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ATTACHMENT A


6PD RCRA PROGRAM REVIEW CHECKLIST





End of FY 2013
July 1 2012 – June 30, 2013








Date of Evaluation: September 27, 2013





Program:   RCRA Section 3011 Hazardous Waste Management Program





Delegated State:  New Mexico





Grant #: D-00625313





EPA Contacts: 	Associate Director for Resource Conservation and Recovery Program:  Susan Spalding


			State/Tribal Oversight Section Chief:  Randall Rush


			Grants/Project Officer:  Cheryl M. Scott


			Technical Assistance Coordinator:  Nick Stone





State Contacts:  	Hazardous Waste Bureau Chief: John Kieling


			Permits Management Program: Dave Cobrain


Financial & Data Management Program: James Valdez


			Compliance & Technical Assistance Program: Steve Pullen





	












			PROGRAM REVIEW INDICATOR


			STATUS


			EPA COMMENTS & RECOMMENDATIONS





			SECTION 1:  COOPERATIVE AGREEMENT PROCESS





			1a) Annual grant commitments 


			New Mexico met the grant commitments, with the exception of authorization, Tasks 4 and 5 in the Permitting and Closure Element and reporting. See details below.


			


Delayed entry of information into RCRAInfo makes it difficult to perform effective oversight, as state activities are not documented. Likewise, delayed reporting at midyear and end of the year adversely affects EPA’s ability to perform proper oversight.





We understand there has been an intense focus in the last few months on the Kirtland Air Force Base Fuel Spill and, to a lesser extent, LANL Permit Modifications. The additional meetings with the facilities related to these issues have impacted NMED’s response times and their ability to schedule actions (such as hearings) with other NMED staff and attorneys has become more difficult to coordinate.  





Also, the state’s interactions with the New Mexico Air Force Bases have been delayed by the Air Force due to their new performance-based contract sent out for bid in April and anticipated to be awarded on October 1. 








			











1b) Grant funds used appropriately




















1b) Grant funds used appropriately (cont’d.)


			All grant funds were drawn down.


			


The EPA conducted a Financial Transaction Review in January 2013 which included reviewing employees’ signed time cards. No issues were found.





The EPA performed another review during the End of Year Review which included reviewing payroll accounting and employees’ signed timesheets from the last quarter of the grant. No issues were found. NMED’s thorough and well-organized documentation facilitated the review. 





In response to an Inspector General’s audit of the air and water program grants, in mid-September, NMED implemented a detailed protocol for documenting employees’ time which was accepted by EPA Headquarters. 





			1c) Timeliness and completeness of QAAP and QMP 


			The state’s QMP and QAPP were submitted February 12, 2013. They were approved as submitted and are valid until April 1, 2014.


			NMED continues to submit complete and approvable QMPs and QAPPs in a timely manner.





			1d) Timeliness and completeness of reports


			End of Year reports were due August 1, 2013. The permit status update was submitted September 11, 2013.





An updated Corrective Action Strategic Plan was due September 30, 2012; it was submitted March 8, 2013. 


			While EPA is concerned about the ongoing delays in entering program activities into RCRAInfo and receiving reports needed to perform effective program oversight, Region 6 understands that, particularly in the case of the end of year reporting, the state was managing an unusual number of briefings and meetings regarding the Kirtland AFB plume and issues at LANL which reduced the time available for routine activities such as briefings and reporting. 





			1e) Any changes that may impact implementation of RCRA program reported to the EPA in a timely manner


			No changes have been made that may impact implementation of the RCRA program.


			None





			1f) Staff training performed and reported to the EPA


			On August 15, 2013, NMED submitted a list of training provided to staff during the grant year. The state ensures that staff maintains required certifications.


			While operating with a reduced travel budget, Region 6 is developing alternatives (i.e., webinars) in order to provide training on Ready for Reuse and Land Revitalization, Authorization and IC/EC.





			SECTION 2: AUTHORIZATION PROCESS





			


2a) State is authorized for current RCRA Rules Clusters




















2a) State is authorized for current RCRA Rules Clusters (cont’d.)


			RCRA Clusters XIX, XX and XXI were due to the EPA on June 30, 2010, June 30, 2011, and June 30, 2012, respectively. The state has not met its authorization commitments for these Clusters of rules. New Mexico plans to adopt XIX through XXII hazardous waste rules once the DSW rule is published by EPA. Because New Mexico adopts federal rules by incorporation, adopting RCRA Clusters XIX through XXII before the EPA issues the final Definition of Solid Waste (DSW) would involve twice the staff time and require that the Clusters be submitted to the Environmental Improvement Board twice.





RCRA XXII - Rules in RCRA XXII: Hazardous Waste Technical Corrections and Clarification.


			We had previously discussed the potential impacts of New Mexico’s delay in submitting Clusters XIX through XXI and understand that the state does not anticipate that any permits will be affected. The state of New Mexico anticipates promulgation of the federal rules that are in RCRA Clusters XIX and XXII when the DSW becomes final, which is expected in fiscal year 2014.


 


The draft application for RCRA XXII was due to EPA by June 30, 2013.











The pending issue to be discussed with NMED is the state’s lamp crushing regulations which were added to the state’s authorized program under the Universal Waste Program. 





			


























2b) Timeliness and completeness of authorization packages 






























































2b) Timeliness and completeness of authorization packages (cont’d.)


			The state of New Mexico anticipates promulgation of the federal rules that are in RCRA Clusters XIX and XX in early 2013.





The federal rules are: (1) Revisions to the Definition of Solid Waste, (2) Academic Laboratories Generator Standards, (3) Expansion of RCRA Comparable Fuel Exclusion, (4) OECD Requirements; Export Shipments of Spend Lead-Acid Batteries, (5) Hazardous Waste Technical Corrections and Clarifications, and (6) Withdrawal of the Emission Comparable Fuel Exclusion.




































































			All the federal rules in RCRA Cluster XIX are Non-HSWA provisions. The rules are promulgated pursuant to Non-HSWA authority and are considered to be neither more nor less stringent than the current federal requirements.  Therefore, there is no impact on the state’s program.





Regarding RCRA Cluster XX, two rules are Non-HSWA provisions. However, OECD Requirements: Export Shipments of Lead-Acid Batteries is a mandatory rule.   Therefore, the EPA implements this rule because it is not delegable to states. Because of the federal government’s special role in matters of foreign policy, the EPA does not authorize states to administer federal import/export functions in any section of the RCRA hazardous waste regulations. States are required to adopt the rule.





The second Non-HSWA rule in RCRA Cluster XX which contains some HSWA provision is the Hazardous Waste Technical Corrections and Clarifications Rule. States are required to adopt the revisions to the manifest regulations (the addition of paragraph 262.23(f)) in accordance with the consistency requirements in 271.4(c). 40 CFR 262.23 is part of the manifest requirements. The remaining revisions are technical corrections; no impact. The state’s adoption is necessary to make conforming changes to all appropriate parts of the RCRA hazardous waste regulations for new rules that have since been promulgated. Other than that, the rule is an optional provision.








The rules in RCRA Cluster XXI are Removal of Saccharin and Its Salts from the Lists of Hazardous Constituents and Technical Corrections to Academic Laboratories Generator Standards. These two rules are Non-HSWA. The rules are promulgated pursuant to Non-HSWA authority and are considered to be neither more nor less stringent than the current federal requirements. Therefore, there is no impact on the state’s program. The state modification deadline was July 1, 2012, or July 1, 2013, if a state statutory change is necessary.





The rule in RCRA Cluster XXII is also Non-HSWA rule. Therefore, there is no impact on the state’s program.








			2c) Meets authorization requirements


			RCRA Clusters XIX, XX and XXI are overdue.


(See 2a, above.)


			Because the state did not submit RCRA Clusters XIX and XX, the state did not meet its authorization commitments in accordance with 40 CFR part 271.21(e)(1) and (e) (2)(ii).


New Mexico, like other states, has delayed submission until the Definition of Solid Waste (DSW) becomes final. The state informed EPA that it is prepared to quickly adopt these Clusters when the DSW becomes final.








			2d) Maintenance of legal authority necessary to carry out delegated program.


			The state of New Mexico adopts the federal RCRA regulations by reference.


			There are no legal deficiencies with the state’s statutes or regulations to carry out the hazardous waste management program.





The EPA will codify RCRA Clusters XIX through XXII once the state is granted authorization to administer portions of the RCRA program revisions.





			SECTION 3:  TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE/ REVIEW PROCESS





			3a)  Permits are reviewed to document consistency with federal requirements, including public participation requirements, financial assurance (including cost estimates for closure/post-closure care) and compliance schedules.  


			


The EPA completed the review of the Person Generating Station permit on January 17, 2013.





The EPA reviews permit modifications sent by NMED on the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant (WIPP).





			


No issues were identified during the review.








These are reviewed on an as-needed basis. Class 1 and Class 2 permit mods were adequate and consistent with RCRA requirements.











			





3b) Progress on permits listed on the renewal baseline. 








			Two facilities are on the permits baseline and twelve are on the renewal baseline. Two renewals of the twelve were completed previously and one renewal has been completed during FY13.


			NMED anticipates issuing the Western Refining, Gallup Refinery permit in early FY2014 .





Region 6 appreciates Dave Cobrain’s quick response to questions about the permit status report. 


The EPA would like to continue receiving status updates, including reasons for any delays, on the all currently active permitting actions. These include facilities where the permits have been delayed for several years, Holloman AFB, Kirtland AFB, Sandia, LANL and Western Refining, Gallup Refinery. 





			3c) Additional permits reviewed.


			No additional permits are to be reviewed this FY.


			EPA expects to review the Western Refining, Gallup permit when it is issued in FY2014.





			


3d) Corrective Action documents are reviewed for technical and programmatic consistency with federal requirements. 





			In 2012, the EPA and NMED provided comments to USACE on the Ramah Ranch Munitions Response Site (associated with WSMR) in order to complete remedial investigation and interim removal action (RI/IRA) in 2012. Field activities were completed in 2012 and a RI/IRA report was issued in May 2013. 





No RAU Determinations were issued during the grant year. 





No RfR Determinations were issued during the grant year.    


			The EPA will review this document and provide comments to NMED and USACE.








In early FY2014, the Region will work with NMED to identify, document and code in RCRAInfo facilities that have met the RAU criteria, as well as complete the associated status/type of use forms.


 


In the upcoming grant year, EPA will work with NMED on a potential RfR determination for Fort Wingate. 





			3e) Corrective Action progress


			To date, no major milestones were achieved during the FY13 grant year; however, progress was made on a number of units. 





NMED submitted an updated Corrective Action Strategic Planning Spreadsheet on March 8, 2013.





EPA has joint oversight responsibilities with NMED of the RCRA programs at Fort Wingate Depot (FWDA) and at Sparton Technologies. At FWDA, NMED issued the RCRA permit while EPA has Base Closure oversight responsibilities











EPA and NMED have joint authority in Sparton's Consent Decree, with both overseeing corrective action.


			Overall NMED has made satisfactory progress toward the 2020 target of 95 percent construction complete.





Region 6 is providing oversight and technical assistance to NMED regarding the fuel spill at Kirtland AFB, including ground water modeling (in-house), and contract support including review of EDB remediation technologies.





Region 6 submits document review comments to NMED for consideration on FWDA, participates in the semi-annual Base Closure Team meetings, and handles miscellaneous projects outside the scope of the RCRA permit. NMED has been doing a good, thorough job of running the very active program at FWDA.





The joint oversight at Sparton has worked well in recent years.





Also, Region 6 has begun reviewing corrective action documents from Holloman AFB, and will begin sending NMED comments on those.





			SECTION 4:  DATA MANAGEMENT PROCESS





			


4a) Updates databases in a timely manner











			RCRAInfo entries are still lagging behind activity completions.











At the end of the grant year, the state had 65 percent coverage of facilities that require Financial Assurance, with 94 percent being up-to-date for that which was entered.





			EPA is working with the state to achieve timely entry into RCRAInfo. The previous month’s activities should be entered into the database by the seventh working day of each month.





A comprehensive review of historical permitting data in RCRAInfo, with particular emphasis on cleaning up data on units currently coded as having interim status is needed. Region 6 will continue to work with NMED to address any data concerns or technical issues with uploading or entering the data into RCRAInfo that may arise.





For tracking purposes and to minimize data gaps, we need to ensure that information contained in the Permit Status report is also updated in RCRAInfo. Region 6 will assist in identifying, where necessary, permit events that properly denote the activity taking place at regulated facilities.





			SECTION 5:  SUSTAINABILITY PROGRAMS





			











5a)  Evaluation of sustainability programs




















5a)  Evaluation of sustainability programs (cont’d.)


			NMED promotes pollution prevention and sustainability through trainings, waste assessments, compliance assistance, technical assistance and environmental leadership recognition through its Green Zia program.











WIPP and White Sands have recently been accepted into the Green Zia program.

















NMED participates in sustainability conference calls with the EPA and other states in Region 6.


			The EPA and the states work together to promote several national initiatives. The EPA Region 6 would like all of its states to incorporate sustainability into their RCRA projects. Furthermore, Region 6 would like to engage its states and other stakeholders for thoughts on sustainability and applicable processes that could maximize social, environmental and economic benefits. A few examples of these programs are Environmental Justice analysis, risk assessment/risk management, green remediation, stormwater management, sustainable energy and environmental footprint analysis. Since these are voluntary programs, a state’s participation is much appreciated and all state efforts will be viewed as enhancements to the overall RCRA program.





Region 6 appreciates NMED’s participation in regionwide conference calls related to sustainability. 





			STATE-SPECIFIC ISSUES





			Lamp Crushing


			The New Mexico Hazardous Waste Management Regulations at 20.4.1.1001 NMAC provide that universal waste handlers “may intentionally break or crush lamps.” However, 40 CFR 273.31(b) prohibits the dilution or treatment of universal wastes, and the crushing and breaking of lamps is considered treatment. (See 64 FR 36466 at 36478, July 6, 1999.)  





NMED has found both Subtitle C and D facilities that are crushing lamps. For instance, a major hospital has sought an OK for lamp crushing and state facilities are crushing lamps.





The state is discouraging unpermitted facilities from lamp crushing.





NMED is looking for destination facilties to ensure that they are properly notifying the state about any lamp crushing. 





LANL has discontinued lamp crushing. LANL did not want to revise their permit to address NMED’s and EPA’s concerns, so they are now shipping lamps off-site for disposal.


			New Mexico has two options:


1) Modify state  regulations to prohibit lamp crushing by generators under the Universal Waste Rule and order current lamp crushing operations to cease and desist; or,





2)  Resubmit the lamp crushing provision of the state’s regulations with detailed operating requirements, monitoring requirements, and risk analysis to adequately demonstrate your alternative process is equivalent to operations that prohibit treatment of spent lamps.





New Mexico and Region 6 are cooperating to identify lamp crushers and use other regulatory means to provide state control of lamp crushing.





Region recommends that the state discourage unpermitted facilities from crushing lamps until headquarters issues guidance.











			
COMPLETE


			ACTION ITEM


			AGENCY RESPONSIBLE


			DUE DATE





			√


9/11/2013


			The status of several permits was described as delayed in the Midyear report. The state needs to explain the reasons for the delays.


			NMED


			6/30/2013





			Ongoing


			Identify potential discrepancies between the Permit Status report and data contained in RCRAInfo for updating by NMED


			EPA


			Ongoing





			Ongoing


			Clarify status of units at LANL and Holloman AFB listed in RCRAInfo as interim. (See notes under 3b.)


			NMED


			Ongoing





			


			Send the 2007 guidance that explains how to code RfRs to NMED


			EPA


			10/30/2013





			


			Clarify interim status units (focusing on those Headquarters wants to add to baseline)


			EPA/NMED


			10/30/2013





			


			Issue facilitation contract for Kirtland AFB fuel spill plume


			EPA


			10/30/2013





			


			Determine funds available for Ada Lab assistance with isotope samples


			EPA


			10/30/13





			


			Determine if Bloomfield can complete CA750


			NMED


			10/30/13





			


			RAU, RfR, IC/EC and other land revitalization training


			EPA


			6/30/14





			


			Authorization Training


			EPA


			TBD





			


			Select seven non-GPRA CA sites to review


			EPA/NMED


			TBD
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 New Mexico Environment Department


RCRA 2013 End-of-Year Review


(7/1/2012 – 6/30/2013)





			Inspections:











			TSDFs


			Evaluation Count


			Facility Count


			Universe


			% Covered *


			State Evaluation Projection





			Federal Facilities


				  7


			     7+


			


			


			   8+





			Private


			 3


			        3++


			


			


			3





			State Facilities


			 0


			 0


			


			


			





			Total


			10


			10


			10


			100%**


			      11++








Evaluation Count and Facility Count include all Evaluation Types conducted at any TSDF.  





*(This column only calculates the % covered using CEI, GME’s and OAM Evaluation Types, for purposes of meeting the National Program Guidance requirement  of evaluating 50% of the “Operating” TSDF Universe (100% every 2 years), multiple evaluations of the same facility count as only one inspection.)  ** NMED conducted inspections at 10 Operating TSDFs, multiple evaluations of the same facility were not included in this count: (10/10 = 100%).





+RCRAInfo July 23, 2013, identified seven (7) Federal Facilities and three (3) TSDFs, NMED discovered Kirtland AFB during this period was in closure, at the time NMED did it State Evaluation Projection the update was not reflected in Universe, will update RCRAInfo.


++Roswell Compressor Station No. 9 was removed from TSDFs Universe during this period, thus reduced universe. 





During the period of 7/1/2012 through 6/30/2013, NMED conducted inspections at a total of 10 Treatment, Storage and Land Disposal (TSD) facilities (includes 7 Federal Facilities).  NMED inspected 100% of the Operating TSDF Universe (from a July 23, 2013 RCRAInfo report) exceeding the 50% annual coverage of Operating TSDFs.



































			Large Quantity Generators


			Evaluation Count


			Facility Count


			Universe


			% Covered *


			State Projection





			Federal Facilities


			 7


			    7+


			


			


			0





			Private


			10


			10


			


			


			7





			State Facilities


			 1


			 1


			


			


			





			Total


			18


			18


			18


			100% 


			7








Evaluation Count and Facility Count include all Evaluation Types conducted at any LQG, including multiple inspections at a single facility.  





*(This column only calculates the % covered using CEI Evaluation Types, for purposes of meeting the National Program Guidance requirement  of evaluating 20% of the LQG Universe annually (inspecting 100%  of the LQG universe in 5 years), multiple evaluations of the same facility count as only one inspection.    **18 CEIs at 18 LQGs (this number includes 9 additional CEI evaluations NMED conducted at TSDF/LQGs, multiple evaluations of the same facility were not included in this count: (18/18= 100%).    For purposes of meeting the LQG universe coverage, inspections conducted at TSDFs that are also identified as an LQG may count towards this requirement. 


 


+Although inspected in Universe count Kirtland AFB in closure and Roswell Compressor Station No. 9, both inspected, Universe designation will be changed to reflect current status.  In addition, NMED expressed concerns over the fluctuation of the LQGs Universe, EPA and NMED to decide jointly and agree on the universe of facilities, which Compliance Evaluation Inspections or other comparable evaluations will be selected.  Inspection universe may be changed and adjustments made to the inspections target to ensure requirement with 20%  inspection of LQGs.





During the period of 7/1/2012 through 6/30/2013, NMED conducted inspections at 18 Large Quantity Generators (LQGs) for a 100% LQG Universe coverage, exceeding the 20% NPM annual requirement.  





			Other Facilities


			Evaluation Count


			Facility Count


			Universe


			% Covered *


			State Projection





			Small Quantity Generators


			24


			24


			


			


			29





			Conditionally Exempt Small Quantity Generators


			96


			95


			


			


			


10





			Transporters


			4


			 4


			


			


			





			Not in Any Universe


			5


			  5


			


			


			





			


			


			


			


			


			





			Total


			129


			128


			


			


			39








Evaluation Count and Facility Count include all Evaluation Types (excluding CAV) conducted at Small Quantity Generators (SQGs), Conditionally Exempt Small Quantity Generators (CESQEG), Transporters, and Not in Any Universe, including multiple inspections at a single facility.  





During the period of 7/1/2012 through 6/30/2013, NMED conducted inspections at 129 “Other” facilities, exceeding the NMED projection of 39 for this period.  NMED also conducted 96 Compliance Assistance Visits at CESQGs (RCRAInfo Code: CAV), which HQ’s does not recognize as it relates to this report.





*(There is no National Program Guidance coverage requirement for these types of facilities)





			Types of Inspections


			Evaluation Count





			CDI – Case Development Inspection


			1





			CEI – Compliance Evaluation Inspection


			120





			CSE – Compliance Schedule Evaluation


			0





			FCI – Focused Compliance Inspection


			6





			FUI – Follow-Up Inspection


			0





			GME – Groundwater Monitoring Evaluation


			0





			NRR – Non-Financial Records Review


			1





			CAC


			                             1





			SNY


			                             1





			CAV


			                            20





			Total


			150








Evaluation Count includes all Evaluation Types conducted at any facility, including multiple inspections at a single facility.  


NMED also conducted 20 Compliance Assistance Visits (RCRAInfo Code: CAV), which HQ’s does not recognize as it relates to this report.





During the period of 7/1/2012 through 6/30/2013, NMED conducted 150 inspections.





Of the 150 facilities that were inspected during this period, 56 facilities were found to have violations, based on information from RCRAInfo as of 8/5/13.


(Breakdown of Universe and violations found:  Land Disposal Facilities = 10, Storage/Treatment Facilities = 4, LQG = 6, SQG =24, CESQG = 96, Transporters = 5, Not Any Universe/Non-Notifiers = 5, for a total of 150).  Violation identification rate at sites with inspections during this period is 37%.  There are 23 facilities where inspections have been conducted and are still under review for potential violations, thus the violation identification rate could increase.





























			Enforcement:











			Significant Non-Compliers (SNCs)








The National Goal for SNC identification for this period is 1.0%.   NMED did not identify any new SNCs during the period of 7/1/2012 through 06/30/2013.





However, in RCRAInfo NMED noted Hemphill LLC and January Environmental Service as SNCs during the reporting period.  Informal enforcement actions were issued to both, no further actions indicated.  Does NMED plan further actions?





At the end of the 7/1/2011 – 6/30/2012, there were 5 facilities (Chava Trucking, Mesa Oil, Kirtland, Navajo and USDOE – Los Alamos) in SNC status (based on data from the OTIS/State Framework metrics and RCRAInfo) as of 7/20/12.  





Two SNC facilities Chava Trucking and Mesa Oil were due to be addressed with final formal enforcement (see explanation below).   Kirtland and Los Alamos are considered by NMED to be chronic violators and will remain designated as Significant Non-Compliers.  





*NMED considers Kirtland AFB (KAFB) and NNSA/DOE Los Alamos (LANL) to be chronic violators of the New Mexico Regulations, including compliance issues with a Corrective Action Consent Order in place for LANL and compliance issues associated with KAFBs treatment permit.  Hence the SNC determination for both of these facilities is not linked to any specific violations.  As such the State considers LANL and KAFB, Significant Non-Compliers (SNC) and they will remain designated SNCs until the State sees a significant decrease in enforcement actions against the facilities.  





Three (3) SNC facilities overdue for final formal enforcement (see table below), two (Mesa and Navaho received formal enforcement and penalty assessed.





SNC Overdue for Enforcement:


			Facility Name


			ID #


			SNY/Evaluation Date


			Status





			Chava Trucking


			NMR000008177


			04/24/08


			ENFORCEMENT CONFIDENTIAL: NMED and Chava signed a Settlement Agreement (SA) on 9/12/2011, which included an approved abatement plan from February 2010.   Currently (July 6, 2012) Chava has removed spent batteries and used oil, and has completed a soils investigation consisting of 35 soil borings.  Chava has not submitted a required report delineating the extent of contamination and the removal and proper disposal of contaminated soils.  Chava has also not installed six monitoring wells or collected samples from those wells as required by the SA.  Chava has also not paid penalties required by the SA.  As a result of Chava’s recalcitrance, on July 6, 2012, NMED issued a Notice of Violation and Demand for Stipulated Penalties, demanding full compliance with the SA within 60 days.








			Mesa Oil 


			NM0000096024


			10/4/10


			RCRAInfo, 310 Final 3008(a) Compliance Order issued 10/24/12, Penalty $36,250, SEP $195,000





			Navajo Refining


			NMD048918817


			1/24/11


			Day Zero 1/24/11, SNC determination 8/18/11, Navajo met NMED for a settlement agreement meeting on Sept. 29, 2011, to resolve the issues in a Notice of Violation with penalties issued on August 11, 2011. The parties entered into a stipulated final agreement on December 22, 2011. The agreement included a civil penalty for $54,375.00. The NOV included 17 violations of which 16 were returned to compliance before the Notice of Violation was issued.  NMED received the penalty amount on February 2, 2012, and received information resolving the final violation on July 31, 2012.  Though Navajo has returned to compliance, NMED will retain the SNC categorization for the facility until the planned FY13 inspection demonstrates it is no longer is a problematic violator.  Days to Determine 206 and Days to address 332.























			Secondary Violators (SVs)











Formal Enforcement Actions:





			Facility Name


			ID #


			Evaluation Date


			Enf. Type


			#Days


			Initial Penalty


			Final Penalty


			Collected


			SEP





			None


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			














Informal Enforcement Actions:





			Type of Action


			Facilities


			Number of Actions





			Written Informal (RCRAInfo Code 120)


			53


			54





			Notice of Potential Penalty (RCRAInfo Code 125)


			2


			          2***





			Total


			55


			56











Fifteen of the 54 Written Informal actions were untimely.


***Safety – Kleen Systems, Inc evaluation date 9/26/11, enforcement date 9/26/12, (366 days).  


       Thomas & Betts evaluation date 3/5/12, enforcement date 1/30/13, (469 days).  Does NMED plan further actions?












			State Inspection and Enforcement Analysis (5 Year Period)











Inspections:


			NMED Fiscal Year


			Number of Evaluations


			Administrative Enforcement


			Other Enforcement





			2009


			123


			  8


			60





			2010


			128


			13


			55





			2011 


			  96


			  1


			41





			2012 


			  99


			   0


			20





			2013


			150


			


			56








Inspection and enforcement information is from RCRAInfo.  





Administrative Enforcement actions are Initial Formal Orders (RCRAInfo Code: 210), Combination of Initial Formal Orders (RCRAInfo Code: 290), Demand for Stipulated Penalties (RCRAInfo Code: 251) Final Orders (RCRAInfo Code 310), Consent Decrees (RCRAInfo Code: 610), and Judicial orders (RCRAInfo Code 620).   





Other Enforcement actions are Verbal Warnings (RCRAInfo Code: 110), Notices of Violations (RCRAInfo Code: 120), Notice to Comply (RCRAInfo Code: 122), Notice of Potential Penalty (RCRAInfo Code 125) and Referrals (i.e., EPA, State Superfund, District Attorney, Criminal)








Penalties:


			NMED Fiscal Year


			Assessed/Proposed


			Settled


			Collected


			SEP





			2009


			$0


			    $538,488


			    $538,488


			0





			2010


			  $79,197


			$2,709,514


			$2,709,514


			2





			2011


			$381,250


			$0


			$0


			0





			2012 


			$0


			$0


			$0


			0





			2013


			  $90,625


			


			


			$195,000








Penalty information is from RCRAInfo.  
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From: Scott, Cheryl-m
To: Dave.Cobrain@state.nm.us; james.valdez@state.nm.us; john.kieling@state.nm.us; steve.pullen@state.nm.us; Carter, Cathy; Ehrhart, Richard;


Ellinger, Scott; Fruitwala, Kishor; Hendrickson, Charles; Hubner, Tara; King, Laurie; Loesel, Matthew; Mayer, Richard; Miller, Gary; Patterson,
Alima; Potts, Mark; Powell, Sontina; Rush, Randall; Schulze, Jeanne; Scott, Cheryl-m; Singhvi, Sunita; Smith, Melissa; Spalding, Susan; Stone,
Nick; Stubblefield, Joyce; Tidmore, Guy; Torcoletti, Paul; Tucker, Mary; Vogler, David


Subject: NMED RCRA 2014 Workplan - Approved
Date: Tuesday, June 04, 2013 5:28:23 PM
Attachments: Workplan approved NMED 2014.pdf


Cvr Ltr Workplan approved NMED 2014.pdf


I’m attaching the cover letter and the approved 2014 RCRA Workplan.
 
It will go out in tomorrow’s mail.
 
I thank each of you for your help in getting this workplan approved in such a timely manner.
 
Have a great evening!
 
 
Cheryl M. Scott
State/Tribal Oversight (6PD-O)
US EPA, Region 6
214-665-2179
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From: Scott, Cheryl-m
To: Carter, Cathy; Ehrhart, Richard; Ellinger, Scott; Fruitwala, Kishor; Hendrickson, Charles; Hubner, Tara; King, Laurie; Loesel, Matthew; Mayer,


Richard; Miller, Gary; Patterson, Alima; Potts, Mark; Powell, Sontina; Rush, Randall; Schulze, Jeanne; Scott, Cheryl-m; Singhvi, Sunita; Smith,
Melissa; Spalding, Susan; Stone, Nick; Stubblefield, Joyce; Tidmore, Guy; Torcoletti, Paul; Tucker, Mary; Vogler, David;
Dave.Cobrain@state.nm.us; james.valdez@state.nm.us; john.kieling@state.nm.us; steve.pullen@state.nm.us


Subject: NMED RCRA Conference Call next Wednesday
Date: Wednesday, June 05, 2013 4:22:42 PM


Susan asked that I move the call back a half hour because she has a conflicting conference call.
Please note that the last half of the call will be used to discuss the Kirtland AFB plume.
 
I will send the agenda for the first half of the call next Tuesday.
 
Thank you for your flexibility – and you can still send me agenda items!
 
 
Cheryl M. Scott
State/Tribal Oversight (6PD-O)
US EPA, Region 6
214-665-2179
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From: Scott, Cheryl-m
To: Carter, Cathy; Ehrhart, Richard; Ellinger, Scott; Fruitwala, Kishor; Hendrickson, Charles; Hubner, Tara; King,


Laurie; Loesel, Matthew; Mayer, Richard; Miller, Gary; Patterson, Alima; Potts, Mark; Powell, Sontina; Rush,
Randall; Schulze, Jeanne; Singhvi, Sunita; Smith, Melissa; Spalding, Susan; Stone, Nick; Stubblefield, Joyce;
Torcoletti, Paul; Tucker, Mary; Vogler, David; Dave.Cobrain@state.nm.us; james.valdez@state.nm.us;
john.kieling@state.nm.us; steve.pullen@state.nm.us


Subject: NMED RCRA Conference Call
Start: Tuesday, December 03, 2013 2:30:00 PM
End: Tuesday, December 03, 2013 3:30:00 PM
Location: R6-ConfRm-CypressTree-06O02@epa.gov


Agenda:
Discuss details of proposed contract projects at Kirtland and LANL


Conference Line: 866-299-3188
Code:  214-665-2179
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From: Scott, Cheryl-m
To: Dave.Cobrain@state.nm.us; james.valdez@state.nm.us; john.kieling@state.nm.us; steve.pullen@state.nm.us;


Carter, Cathy; Ehrhart, Richard; Ellinger, Scott; Fruitwala, Kishor; Hendrickson, Charles; Hubner, Tara; King,
Laurie; Loesel, Matthew; Mayer, Richard; Miller, Gary; Patterson, Alima; Potts, Mark; Powell, Sontina; Rush,
Randall; Schulze, Jeanne; Scott, Cheryl-m; Singhvi, Sunita; Smith, Melissa; Spalding, Susan; Stone, Nick;
Stubblefield, Joyce; Tidmore, Guy; Torcoletti, Paul; Tucker, Mary; Vogler, David; Lyssy, Gregory


Subject: NMED RCRA Monthly Call
Start: Wednesday, July 10, 2013 2:30:00 PM
End: Wednesday, July 10, 2013 3:30:00 PM
Location: R6-ConfRm-CypressTree-06O02@epa.gov


Conference Line: 866-299-3188
Code: 214-665-2179


Agenda


Select dates for meeting with NMED and EPA contractors on the EDB Remediation study for Kirtland AFB.


2. Update on chromium plume at LANL


3. Status of interim status units at multiple facilities


4. End of Year review


Reporting
Dates
Site visits


Next call – August 14, 2013
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From: Scott, Cheryl-m
To: Carter, Cathy; Ehrhart, Richard; Ellinger, Scott; Fruitwala, Kishor; Hendrickson, Charles; Hubner, Tara; King,


Laurie; Loesel, Matthew; Mayer, Richard; Miller, Gary; Patterson, Alima; Potts, Mark; Powell, Sontina; Rush,
Randall; Schulze, Jeanne; Smith, Melissa; Spalding, Susan; Stone, Nick; Stubblefield, Joyce; Tidmore, Guy;
Torcoletti, Paul; Tucker, Mary; Vogler, David; Dave.Cobrain@state.nm.us; james.valdez@state.nm.us;
john.kieling@state.nm.us; steve.pullen@state.nm.us


Subject: NMED RCRA Program Monthly Conference Call
Start: Wednesday, June 12, 2013 3:00:00 PM
End: Wednesday, June 12, 2013 4:00:00 PM
Location: R6-ConfRm-CypressTree-06O02@epa.gov


Conference Line: 866-299-3188; Code: 214-665-2179


Agenda


1. Status update on hexavalent chromium plume.


2. Kirtland AFB plume – extended discussion


Next call – July 10, 2013
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From: Ellinger, Scott
To: Smith, Melissa; Spalding, Susan; King, Laurie; Torcoletti, Paul; Hubner, Tara; "tom.blaine@state.nm.us";


"john.kieling@state.nm.us"; stephen.reuter@state.nm.us; Dave.Cobrain@state.nm.us;
"william.moats@state.nm.us"


Subject: Meeting to discuss model runs & questions
Start: Wednesday, November 06, 2013 10:00:00 AM
End: Wednesday, November 06, 2013 11:00:00 AM
Location: R6-ConfRm-CypressTree-06O02@epa.gov


When: Wednesday, November 06, 2013 10:00 AM-11:00 AM (UTC-06:00) Central Time (US & Canada).
Where: R6-ConfRm-CypressTree-06O02@epa.gov


Note: The GMT offset above does not reflect daylight saving time adjustments.


*~*~*~*~*~*~*~*~*~*
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From: Scott, Cheryl-m
To: Dave.Cobrain@state.nm.us; james.valdez@state.nm.us; john.kieling@state.nm.us; steve.pullen@state.nm.us;


Carter, Cathy; Ehrhart, Richard; Ellinger, Scott; Fruitwala, Kishor; Hendrickson, Charles; Hubner, Tara; King,
Laurie; Loesel, Matthew; Mayer, Richard; Miller, Gary; Patterson, Alima; Potts, Mark; Powell, Sontina; Rush,
Randall; Schulze, Jeanne; Scott, Cheryl-m; Singhvi, Sunita; Smith, Melissa; Spalding, Susan; Stone, Nick;
Stubblefield, Joyce; Tidmore, Guy; Torcoletti, Paul; Tucker, Mary; Vogler, David; Lyssy, Gregory


Subject: NMED RCRA Program Monthly Conference Call
Start: Tuesday, August 20, 2013 10:00:00 AM
End: Tuesday, August 20, 2013 11:00:00 AM
Location: R6-ConfRm-CypressTree-06O02@epa.gov


NMED Monthly RCRA Call
        Conference Line: 866-299-3188; Code: 214-665-2179


1. Presentation of EDB remediation study Tara Hubner/Laurie King


2. RAU reporting – Cannon AFB? Jeanne Schulze/Laurie King


3. Update on chromium plume at LANL NMED


4. Status of interim status units at multiple facilities NMED


5. End of Year reporting overdue NMED


6. Planning for End of Year Review John Kieling/Susan Spalding
9/25 – Kirtland AFB site visit; financial transaction review
9/26 -- LANL site visit
9/27 – Review mtg.


7. Other


Next call – September 11, 2013
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From: Ellinger, Scott
To: Dave.Cobrain@state.nm.us
Cc: Kieling, John, NMENV; Brandwein, Sid, NMENV; Moats, William, NMENV
Subject: RE: Discussion topic for KAFB BFF modeler"s meeting
Date: Monday, November 04, 2013 2:19:00 PM


It sure didn’t feel like a vacation. 
 
The stratigraphy is indeed important.  It would probably be worthwhile (at some point) to try and
develop a data set to support more detailed model layering.  That would mean finding top and
bottom elevations for the a1 and a2 units, and possibly the main overlying and underlying strata,
across the model domain.  Hydraulic conductivity would be needed for those layers.  
 
A more simple approach (lacking actual data) would be to represent a1 and a2 as horizontal layers
and assign some reasonable values for conductivity, then run the model and see what happens.  I
know there are differences vertically.  The reports on well bore flow logging are also very
interesting. 
          
 


From: Cobrain, Dave, NMENV [mailto:dave.cobrain@state.nm.us] 
Sent: Friday, November 01, 2013 5:00 PM
To: Ellinger, Scott
Cc: Kieling, John, NMENV; Brandwein, Sid, NMENV; Moats, William, NMENV
Subject: FW: Discussion topic for KAFB BFF modeler's meeting
 
Scott,
 
Have you recovered from your forced “vacation”?  It would be useful to consider Sid’s comment
below.  Thanks.
 
Dave
 
Main HWB Phone:    505-476-6000
Direct Office Phone:  505-476-6055
Fax: 505-476-6030 or 505-476-6060
 


From: Brandwein, Sid, NMENV 
Sent: Friday, November 01, 2013 11:08 AM
To: Cobrain, Dave, NMENV
Cc: Moats, William, NMENV; McDonald, William, NMENV
Subject: Discussion topic for KAFB BFF modeler's meeting
 
Dave,
I would like to see how the various groundwater modelers are handling horizontal stratification in
the aquifer within the zone of pumping wells. This could be a topic at the upcoming modeler’s
meeting. The New Mexico Bureau of Geology shows two units based on geophysical logs (units a1
and a2 in the attached figure- note KAFB-16 and Ridgecrest 5 on the left side of the profile) that can
be seen in 5 wells in the area - Ridgecrest 5, KAFB-15, KAFB-16, VA Hospital well and the new
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ABCWUA/USGS Trumbell well cluster. These units appear thick enough and continuous enough to
affect groundwater movement in the area and probably should be included in the model.
Sid








From: Scott, Cheryl-m
To: Dave.Cobrain@state.nm.us; james.valdez@state.nm.us; john.kieling@state.nm.us; steve.pullen@state.nm.us;


Carter, Cathy; Ehrhart, Richard; Ellinger, Scott; Fruitwala, Kishor; Hendrickson, Charles; Hubner, Tara; King,
Laurie; Loesel, Matthew; Mayer, Richard; Miller, Gary; Patterson, Alima; Potts, Mark; Powell, Sontina; Rush,
Randall; Schulze, Jeanne; Scott, Cheryl-m; Singhvi, Sunita; Smith, Melissa; Spalding, Susan; Stone, Nick;
Stubblefield, Joyce; Tidmore, Guy; Torcoletti, Paul; Tucker, Mary; Vogler, David


Subject: Task Request: Call for agenda items for NMED RCRA monthly call on July 10
Date: Monday, July 01, 2013 8:47:20 AM
Attachments: Call for agenda items for NMED RCRA monthly call on July 10.msg


Subject: Call for agenda items for NMED RCRA monthly call on July 10
Start Date: Monday, July 01, 2013
Due Date: Monday, July 08, 2013
Status: Not Started
Percent Complete: 0%
Total Work: 0 hours
Actual Work: 0 hours
Owner: NM; NMED Internal group
Categories: Green Category
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Call for agenda items for NMED RCRA monthly call on July 10


			From


			NM


			To


			NM; NMED Internal group





















From: Ellinger, Scott
To: Bitner, Ludie W Jr Civ USAF 377 MSG 377 MSG/CEIR; Shean, Frederic; nmyers@usgs.gov; Kieling, John,


NMENV; Skibitski, Thomas, NMENV; Dave.Cobrain@state.nm.us; Moats, William, NMENV; McDonald, William,
NMENV; Brandwein, Sid, NMENV; Peterson, Jeff L, OSE


Cc: Wilson, Brent Civ USAF AFMC 377 MSG/CE; OYELOWO, LAYI A GS-13 USAF HAF AFCEC/CZRE; GLOVER, KENT
C GS-14 USAF HAF AFCEC/CZTE; Clark, Scott C Civ USAF AFMC 377 MSG/CEIR; Crosgrove, Cole G Civ USAF
AFMC 377 MSG/CEIR; Martinez, Victoria R Civ USAF AFMC 377 MSG/CEIR; King, Laurie; Smith, Melissa


Subject: RE: Modeler Info
Date: Wednesday, May 29, 2013 3:55:45 PM


Wayne,
 
I’m sorry it’s taken this long to get back to you.  I’m currently working on a first draft of a
groundwater modeling report for NMED.  I would prefer to have it done before having a meeting. 
 You may already know I’m doing this at NMED’s request.  I don’t mind being added as a contact, but
when I have things more complete I’ll be in a better position to discuss the model.  I appreciate your
offer of assistance and the information Kirtland has already provided. 
 
My phone number is 214-665-8408; email: ellinger.scott@epa.gov
 
-Scott
 
 


From: Bitner, Ludie W Jr Civ USAF 377 MSG 377 MSG/CEIR [mailto:Ludie.Bitner@kirtland.af.mil] 
Sent: Friday, May 17, 2013 8:05 AM
To: Shean, Frederic; Ellinger, Scott; nmyers@usgs.gov; Kieling, John, NMENV; Skibitski, Thomas,
NMENV; Dave.Cobrain@state.nm.us; Moats, William, NMENV; McDonald, William, NMENV; Brandwein,
Sid, NMENV; Peterson, Jeff L, OSE
Cc: Wilson, Brent Civ USAF AFMC 377 MSG/CE; OYELOWO, LAYI A GS-13 USAF HAF AFCEC/CZRE;
GLOVER, KENT C GS-14 USAF HAF AFCEC/CZTE; Clark, Scott C Civ USAF AFMC 377 MSG/CEIR;
Crosgrove, Cole G Civ USAF AFMC 377 MSG/CEIR; Martinez, Victoria R Civ USAF AFMC 377 MSG/CEIR
Subject: Modeler Info
 
All
I was notified by CB&I (formerly Shaw Environmental) that Dr. Gary Hecox is their modeler for the
Bulk Fuels Plume.  If you provide point of contact information for the modelers within your
organization, I will compile and distribute to all addressees.  In addition if there is a desire to meet,
in person, Kirtland AFB would be happy to facilitate that meeting.  Please let me know how I can be
of any assistance with the modeling effort.
 
Wayne Bitner
Chief, Environmental Restoration
ludie.bitner@kirtland.af.mil
505-853-3484
DSN  263-3484
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From: Scott, Cheryl-m
To: brian.holton@state.nm.us; Dave.Cobrain@state.nm.us; james.valdez@state.nm.us; john.kieling@state.nm.us;


steve.pullen@state.nm.us; Carter, Cathy; Ehrhart, Richard; Ellinger, Scott; Fruitwala, Kishor; Hendrickson,
Charles; Hubner, Tara; King, Laurie; Loesel, Matthew; Mayer, Richard; Miller, Gary; Patterson, Alima; Potts,
Mark; Powell, Sontina; Rush, Randall; Schulze, Jeanne; Scott, Cheryl-m; Singhvi, Sunita; Smith, Melissa;
Spalding, Susan; Stone, Nick; Stubblefield, Joyce; Tidmore, Guy; Torcoletti, Paul; Tucker, Mary; Vogler, David


Subject: Task Request: Please send agenda items for monthly RCRA call on Dec. 3, 2013 at 2:30 p.m. CT
Date: Wednesday, November 20, 2013 4:34:48 PM
Attachments: Please send agenda items for monthly RCRA call on Dec. 3 2013 at 230 p.m. CT.msg


Subject: Please send agenda items for monthly RCRA call on Dec. 3, 2013 at 2:30 p.m. CT
Start Date: Wednesday, November 20, 2013
Due Date: Friday, November 29, 2013
Status: Not Started
Percent Complete: 0%
Total Work: 0 hours
Actual Work: 0 hours
Owner: NM; NMED Internal group
Categories: Green Category
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From: Ellinger, Scott
To: "Kieling, John, NMENV"; Dave.Cobrain@state.nm.us
Cc: Spalding, Susan; Scott, Cheryl-m; Moats, William, NMENV; Smith, Melissa
Subject: RE: Next RCRA conf. call.
Date: Monday, September 16, 2013 1:23:00 PM
Attachments: Report September 16, 2013.pdf


Here is the draft.   I am available Thursday, but not Friday.  (Also available next Monday).  


 
 


From: Kieling, John, NMENV [mailto:john.kieling@state.nm.us] 
Sent: Monday, September 16, 2013 11:20 AM
To: Ellinger, Scott; Dave.Cobrain@state.nm.us
Cc: Spalding, Susan; Scott, Cheryl-m; Moats, William, NMENV
Subject: RE: Next RCRA conf. call.
 
Scott,
 
Please forward the report and we can take a look at it.  We can also schedule a call with you after our review.  Please let me
know if you have time to have a conference call on Thursday or Friday.
 
Thanks, John
 
 


From: Ellinger, Scott [mailto:Ellinger.Scott@epa.gov] 
Sent: Monday, September 16, 2013 10:14 AM
To: Kieling, John, NMENV; Cobrain, Dave, NMENV
Cc: Spalding, Susan; Scott, Cheryl-m
Subject: RE: Next RCRA conf. call.
 
Since the report is tailored to NMED’s modeling goals, it may be better if the department looks it over first (even if just
briefly).   
 
 


From: Kieling, John, NMENV [mailto:john.kieling@state.nm.us] 
Sent: Friday, September 13, 2013 5:11 PM
To: Ellinger, Scott; Dave.Cobrain@state.nm.us
Cc: Spalding, Susan; Scott, Cheryl-m
Subject: RE: Next RCRA conf. call.
 
Scott,
 
I do not have concerns about issuing the draft model report to the stakeholders (those that will be in attendance) at the
meeting.  I suggest keeping it to only the stakeholders at this time. 
 
The next step is to gather the modelers from the other entities (ABCWUA/USGS, KAFB/CB&I, SEO) to discuss the input
parameters, etc. so that all know what assumptions went into the EPA model and other models that are currently being
worked.
 
If you would like to discuss further please let me know.
 
Thanks,
John Kieling      
 


From: Ellinger, Scott [mailto:Ellinger.Scott@epa.gov] 
Sent: Tuesday, September 10, 2013 1:09 PM
To: Kieling, John, NMENV; Cobrain, Dave, NMENV
Cc: Spalding, Susan; Scott, Cheryl-m
Subject: RE: Next RCRA conf. call.
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SIMULATED MASS TRANSPORT OF 1,2-DIBROMOETHANE IN 
GROUNDWATER OF SOUTHEAST ALBUQUERQUE, NEW MEXICO 



 
By Scott Ellinger 



 
ABSTRACT 



 



A three-dimensional groundwater flow and contaminant transport model was 



developed to study the mass transport of 1,2-dibromoethane (EDB) in the Santa Fe Group 



aquifer system of southeast Albuquerque, New Mexico.  The model simulates the 



movement of EDB associated with past releases of aviation gasoline at Kirtland Air 



Force Base (AFB).  EDB (C2H4Br2) is a brominated hydrocarbon that tends to be mobile 



and persistent in groundwater systems.  Individuals who consume EDB in excess of the 



maximum contaminant level (MCL), 0.05 µg/l (or parts per billion), could experience 



problems with the liver, stomach, reproductive system, or kidneys, and may have an 



increased risk of cancer.   



 



EDB has migrated thousands of feet from a known source area, the Bulk Fuels 



Facility at Kirtland AFB, towards drinking water production wells.  The regional aquifer 



(the Santa Fe Group aquifer system) currently provides approximately 60% of 



Albuquerque’s drinking water supply.  The Albuquerque-Bernalillo County Water Utility 



Authority reported that in 2010, ninety-two wells supplied 19.6 billion gallons of 



drinking water from the aquifer. 



 



The objectives of groundwater modeling were to examine concentrations of EDB 



that may eventually reach production wells in southeast Albuquerque, and evaluate ways 



to control plume movement.  The computer model utilizes the MODFLOW program for 



simulating groundwater flow, and a multi-species transport model referred to as 



MT3DMS for EDB transport.  The model also uses ZoneBudget for computing 



volumetric groundwater flow and Modpath for delineating recovery well capture zones.  



Groundwater flow was simulated as a steady-state condition and calibrated to regional 



and local hydraulic head measurements for 2011-2012.  EDB transport was simulated by 



processes of advection and dispersion over a 75-year period. 



 



Results for simulated EDB movement, without using hydraulic controls in the 



model, showed EDB reaching drinking water supply wells known as Ridgecrest-5 in 



approximately 30 years, Ridgecrest-3 (~70 yrs), and KAFB-3 (~40 yrs).  Results for the 



VA hospital production well (~2-3 yrs) were less clear, however, possibly because of 



numerical dispersion.  The model also showed potential but less likely impacts to 



Ridgecrest 2 and Ridgecrest 4, depending on changes to local and regional groundwater 



gradients as determined by model sensitivity analyses.  Concentrations of EDB reaching 



drinking water production wells were less than 2.0 µg/l.   



 



In most cases, impacts to drinking water production wells at concentrations at the 



MCL or greater were avoided by placing simulated recovery wells in the model.  



Recovery wells were placed at: (i) the leading edge of the plume (to the southwest of 
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Ridgecrest 5 and Ridgecrest 3); (ii) along the western edge of the plume (near the VA 



hospital production well); and (iii) just north of the area referred to as the light non-



aqueous phase liquid zone (just north of the Bulk Fuels Facility location).  Control of the 



plume near the VA hospital production well was only marginally effective, and hydraulic 



controls in general were sensitive to changes in groundwater gradients related to changes 



in hydraulic boundaries.      



 



If a remediation system is implemented that includes hydraulic controls, a 



groundwater management plan should be included.  A plan is needed to monitor the 



installation of new drinking water production wells and/or changes to existing wells, 



because new or modified wells may cause changes to the groundwater system overall.  



Any significant changes in local or regional groundwater gradients could result in the 



need for a re-evaluation of the hydraulic control designs of the remediation system.  
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1. INTRODUCTION 



1.1. Overview 



The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has prepared a groundwater 



flow and contaminant transport model to evaluate the mass transport of 1,2-



dibromoethane (EDB) (also known as dibromoethane, ethylene dibromide, and other 



names), in the Santa Fe Group aquifer system in southeast Albuquerque.  The computer 



model was developed at the request of the New Mexico Environment Department 



(NMED).  The main purpose for the model is to provide a greater understanding of EDB 



movement in groundwater north of Kirtland Air Force Base (AFB), and more 



specifically, to examine plume movement towards drinking water supply wells including 



wells in the Ridgecrest well field, the VA hospital production well, and wells owned by 



Kirtland AFB.  In addition, the model was used to evaluate initial pumping designs for 



creating capture zones to control plume movement and reduce EDB concentrations.  This 



report provides a detailed account of all aspects of model development, includes project 



results and conclusions, and explains modeling uncertainties and sensitivities in relation 



to their significance to project goals and conclusions.  The model may be updated in the 



future depending on the availability of new or additional data and related needs.      



The study area, or model domain, encompasses 11,205 acres of southeast 



Albuquerque and extends 4.8 miles east to west, and 4.0 miles north to south (figs. 1 and 



2 ).  Many factors were considered in determining the size and position of the model 



domain.  These included the distribution of drinking water production wells and 



groundwater monitoring wells across southeast Albuquerque, the size of the 



contaminated area, the distance between the Bulk Fuels Facility (BFF) and the Ridgecrest 



well field, the need to have a domain size providing sufficiently detailed output, and other 



similar factors.  The edges of the model domain also have an important numerical 



purpose; they were assigned as numerical groundwater flow boundaries that provide 



hydraulic connections between the model domain and the basin-wide groundwater flow 



system.    



Vertically, the model includes the interval of the upper and middle parts of the 



Santa Fe Group aquifer system between 5,000 ft above mean sea level (msl) to 3,880 ft 
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msl, for a total thickness of 1,120 ft.  The Albuquerque-Bernalillo County Water Utility 



Authority (ABCWUA), the Veterans Administration (VA) hospital, and Kirtland AFB 



withdraw groundwater from wells screened at various depths within this section of the 



Santa Fe Group aquifer system.   



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



The model includes both groundwater flow and mass transport components 



integrated into a single modeling environment through a commercial data processor.  The 



data processor is Visual Modflow Pro, version 2010, from Schlumberger Water Services 



Inc.  Groundwater flow modeling was accomplished with the MODFLOW program 



(Harbaugh and others, 2000) for simulating three-dimensional groundwater flow.  



MODFLOW was used with a modular three-dimensional multi-species transport model, 



referred to as MT3DMS (Zheng and Wang, 1999), to simulate advective transport of 



Figure 1: Location of model domain in southeast Albuquerque.  
Domain outlined by black rectangle. 
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EDB.  Additional computer programs employed were Modpath (Pollock, 1994) for 



particle tracking, and ZoneBudget (Harbaugh, 1990) for calculating groundwater 



volumetric flow.  Supplemental hand calculations were made when necessary to derive 



various numerical input values.    



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



   



   



 



 



 



An approved comprehensive Quality Assurance and Quality Control (QA/QC) 



Project Plan governed model construction and application.  One element of the QA/QC 



project plan calls for technical reviews of the model.  Model reviews were conducted by 



EPA Region 6 and NMED, Schlumberger Water Services Inc., and related consultations 



were provided by the EPA Robert S. Kerr Environmental Research Center in Ada, 



Oklahoma.  A QA/QC review was provided to the Region 6 Quality Assurance Officer at 



the end of the project to ensure that all applicable QA/QC requirements were met.      



Figure 2: Enlarged map of model domain. 
Current EDB contamination shown in relation to drinking water supply wells.  Plume 
contouring based on 4th quarter 2011 data for the shallow zone.  Outside edge 0.05 µg/l EDB; 
higher concentrations (red) up to 190 µg/l. 
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1.2. Problem Definition 



 The BFF reportedly operated from 1951 to 1999 for the purposes of fuel storage, 



processing, and shipping and receiving (Shaw Environmental and Infrastructure, 2012).  



During this period, undetermined amounts of fuel were released from underground 



pipelines and recent estimates by NMED suggest the amounts could have been up to 



approximately 24 million gallons.  During the 1951 to 1999 period, fuels handled at the 



facility included aviation gasoline (AVGAS), jet propellant 4 (JP-4), and jet propellant 8 



(JP-8).  These fuels have migrated approximately 500 ft down through the vadose 



(unsaturated) zone to reach the regional water table at the top of the Santa Fe Group 



aquifer system.  The Santa Fe Group aquifer system is heavily used to supply drinking 



water to the City of Albuquerque.  ABCWUA reported that in 2011, ninety-two wells 



supplied 19.6 billion gallons of drinking water from the aquifer (ABCWUA, 2011).  



Contamination from the BFF consists of petroleum related compounds which are present 



in the vadose zone, and in groundwater as both light non-aqueous phase liquid (LNAPL) 



and dissolved constituents.  One of the most toxic compounds present is EDB, which has 



migrated as a dissolved constituent approximately 6,500 ft from the source area towards 



drinking water supply wells.   



Site remediation and subsurface investigations are currently taking place under 



the direction of the NMED Hazardous Waste Bureau.  Kirtland AFB is performing soil 



vapor extraction to remove fuel from the vadose zone, and over one-hundred 



groundwater monitoring wells have been installed.  Most hydrocarbons appear to be 



naturally attenuating but it is unclear whether natural attenuation of EDB is occurring.  A 



cursory review of EDB concentrations in monitoring wells conducted by EPA suggests 



that EDB attenuation is either not occurring or is occurring very slowly.   



The main direction of movement of the EDB plume is to the northeast.  EDB 



moves along groundwater gradients caused by pumping wells under the processes of 



advection and dispersion.  Less likely transport processes are sorption and chemical 



reactions.  The nearest ABCWUA wells are located in the Ridgecrest well field, and 



Ridgecrest wells 5 and 3 are approximately 1-mile from the estimated plume front (i.e.,  



downgradient extent of EDB) (fig 2).  The exact location of the front is not known but 
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estimated from using available data and contouring algorithms.  There are other wells 



around the plume’s perimeter that are closer, however, which include the VA hospital 



production well (several hundred feet west of the plume), and KAFB wells 15, 16, and 3 



which provide drinking water to the base and are within approximately one-half mile of 



the plume.  EDB has not been detected in these water production wells so far.       



Because of the complex processes involved with contaminant transport, it is 



extremely difficult to predict impacts to drinking water supply wells without performing 



an advanced technical analysis using a robust numerical model.  Numerical models are 



powerful tools when enough site-specific high-quality data are available and when the 



modeling process from system conceptualization to final output is properly executed.  



Rather than relying on simple predictions, the approach uses tested and validated 



computer modeling programs that rely on solving partial differential equations, including 



terms for the predominant mass transport processes.  When the equations are solved 



concentrations in time and space can be accurately determined.  For example, the change 



in concentration over time  
  



  
  in a one-dimensional groundwater flow system, can be 



described by calculating terms for dispersion, advection, sorption, and chemical reaction 



as shown in Equation 1.  This type of equation must be solved in three-dimensions to 



predict impacts to drinking water wells from EDB in southeast Albuquerque.  The 



governing equations for three-dimensional mass transport in groundwater may be found 



in Zheng, 1990.   



 



Equation 1: One-dimension contaminant transport equation. 
 (Fetter, 2008) 



 



  



  
          



   



   
              



  



  
            



  



 
 
   



  
             



  



  
 
   



 



 



 



 C:  concentration of solute in liquid phase 
 t :  time 
DL: longitudinal dispersion coefficient 
vx : average linear groundwater velocity 



        (dispersion)            (advection)          (sorption)              (reaction)  
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Bd : bulk density of aquifer 



  : volumetric moisture content of porosity for saturated media 
C*: amount of solute sorbed per unit weight of solid 
rxn:  subscript for biological or chemical reaction of solute (not  sorption) 



   



All models have certain limitations that affect accuracy and usefulness.  



Hydrogeology and mass transport are inherently complex and models cannot exactly 



represent groundwater systems or mass transport processes.  The usefulness of a model 



depends on having enough appropriate data to represent the system or processes being 



simulated, and how well mathematical treatment of site parameters and variables can 



approximate the physical system.  Results for this model should be kept in perspective by 



comparing calculated results with what is actually known about the area of concern in 



southeast Albuquerque.       



    



1.3. Project Goals 



   Early in the project NMED provided EPA with two project goals: 



 Goal 1: Predict the concentrations of EDB that would be expected to reach 



production wells (i.e., ABCWUA, KAFB, and VA wells) if nothing was done 



to mitigate the problem, and; 



 



 Goal 2: Model a capture zone of two proposed extraction wells associated 



with an LNAPL containment system.    



In order to assess whether enough appropriate data existed to support model 



development and accomplish these goals, EPA thoroughly reviewed available regional 



and local geologic and hydrogeologic information and Kirtland AFB site investigation 



data.  Subsurface data were obtained from Kirtland AFB site investigation reports, the 



U.S. Geological Survey (USGS), the ABCWUA, the New Mexico Bureau of Geology 



and Mineral Resources (NMBGMR), the New Mexico Geology Society (NMGS), and 



other sources.  Groundwater monitoring wells installed during the Kirtland AFB site 



investigation provided hydraulic head data necessary for groundwater flow model 



calibration, and groundwater sampling and analysis has provided contaminant 



concentrations useful for establishing EDB transport conditions.  The site investigation 



has also provided hydraulic conductivity data from slug testing in the EDB plume area, 
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and hydraulic conductivity data was also available at city well fields from pumping tests 



reported by ABCWUA and its consultants.  Well construction and pumping rates for city 



wells were also available from ABCWUA.  Because of the availability of the necessary 



modeling data, it was determined that Goal 1 could be accomplished.   



Because of limitations of the governing equations used in mass transport 



modeling, Goal 2 was not accomplishable for LNAPL.  Specifically, attempting to model 



the capture zone of a proposed LNAPL containment system would exceed the capabilities 



of the governing equations used by MT3DMS.  While it is possible to model the 



groundwater flow field created by extraction wells using MODFLOW, the governing 



equations of MT3DMS cannot model LNAPL transport.  MT3DMS is designed for 



contaminants dissolved in groundwater.  To remain within mathematical capabilities, 



Goal 2 was reconsidered so that capture would be evaluated for dissolved contamination 



only (specifically EDB), not LNAPL.    



 



1.4. Quality Assurance 



The EPA Quality System defined in EPA Order CIO 2105.0 (formerly 5360.1 A2) 



Policy and Program Requirements for the Mandatory Agency-wide Quality System, 



includes coverage of environmental data produced from models.  Environmental data 



includes any measurement or information that describe environmental processes, 



locations, or conditions; ecological or health effects and consequences; or the 



performance of environmental technology.  A combined QA/QC Project Plan was 



prepared for this project in accordance with EPA’s Guidance for modeling (U.S. EPA, 



2002).  This guidance describes the nature of QA/QC planning for modeling including 



the relationship to model development and application.   



A QA/QC Project Plan is a formal document describing in comprehensive detail 



the necessary quality assurance, quality control, and other technical activities that must be 



implemented to ensure that results of work performed will satisfy stated performance 



criteria.  The plan prepared for this project has undergone peer review and was subject to 



revisions before final approval.  The main elements of the QA/QC Project Plan address 



project management (including quality objectives and criteria for model input and 
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output), measurement and data acquisition (including model calibration), project 



assessment and oversight, and data validation and usability.    
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2. CONCEPTUAL MODEL 



A conceptual model is an interpretation or working description of the 



characteristics and dynamics of the physical and chemical system that lays the foundation 



for a computer model.  Conceptual models rely primarily on existing data.  Data gathered 



for a conceptual model must be carefully reviewed, analyzed, and converted into 



appropriate input files for the numerical model.      



 



2.1. Sources of Information 



Published and unpublished reports on the geology, hydrogeology, and 



groundwater conditions of the Albuquerque vicinity were reviewed for the conceptual 



model.  On a regional scale, numerous published reports are available from the USGS, 



NMBGMR, NMGS, and other organizations that provide thorough descriptions of basin-



wide geology and hydrogeology.  Although most of these reports cover areas much larger 



than southeast Albuquerque, they are still important because the model domain must be 



considered in the context of basin-wide hydrogeology.  This is especially true with regard 



to the presence of natural and man-made features located outside the model domain but 



affecting groundwater flow inside the model domain (i.e., distant hydraulic boundaries).  



Geologic literature was reviewed for geologic structure, depositional environments, 



stratigraphy, lithology, and other information.  Hydrogeologic literature was reviewed for 



regional groundwater flow directions, aquifer properties, hydraulic boundaries, and other 



information.   



Although regional studies were used as much as possible, detailed information 



about the main area of concern was required.  Site-specific information was obtained 



from Kirtland AFB site investigation reports and other reports available on the Kirtland 



and NMED websites.  The most important site-specific information consisted of 



groundwater level (total head) measurements, EDB concentrations including vertical and 



horizontal distributions of EDB, and pumping test and slug test data.  Locations of 



drinking water wells, well production rates, well screened intervals, and pumping 



schedules are also critical to model function.  Sources of these data were technical reports 



and personal communications from ABCWUA, Kirtland AFB, USGS, and NMED.   
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Information was also necessary on the physical and chemical properties of EDB 



and its characteristics of mobility in groundwater.  That information was obtained from 



existing research by the EPA (Wilson and others 2008), the American Petroleum Institute 



(API) (Aronson and Howard, 2008), and the USGS (Katz, 1993); journal articles 



including McKeever and others (2012), Henderson and others (2009), Falta (2004); and 



other federal agencies including the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (2007), 



and the National Institutes of Health (2011).  Site investigation reports by Kirtland AFB 



provided data for calculating estimates for EDB sorption and decay, and supplied EDB 



concentration data for establishing model concentration boundaries and properties.     



For groundwater flow, the most important data affecting model setup consisted of  



(i) data on pumping wells and groundwater monitoring wells, (ii) data regarding physical 



properties of aquifer sediments and in particular the distribution of hydraulic conductivity 



throughout the model domain, and (iii) the influence of physical flow boundaries 



occurring outside the model domain.  The most important data affecting setup of the mass 



transport model were: (i) aquifer properties, (ii) existing EDB concentrations, (iii) data on 



processes of dispersion, sorption, and decay, and (iv) EDB concentrations near the 



LNAPL/dissolved phase plume interface.   



The information sources noted above provided adequate information and data on 



a sufficient basis so that model development could proceed.  Data reports were cross-



checked when possible to facilitate the consistency and quality of model input data.  



 



2.2. Geologic and Hydrogeologic Setting 



2.2.1. Albuquerque Basin 



  The model domain lies within a topographically low region known as the 



Albuquerque basin.  The Albuquerque basin is one of a number of geologic basins that 



occur along the Rio Grande rift and was formed by subsidence along faults occurring 



mainly along the eastern and western basin margins.  The Rio Grande rift was 



superimposed upon older structures of the Colorado Plateau and the Rocky Mountains 



(Woodward, 1982), and has been described by Thorn and others (1993) as an area of 



crustal extension originating in central Colorado and continuing for more than 600-miles 



south through New Mexico to south of the Mexico/Texas border.   
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A series of north to south trending basins, including the Albuquerque basin, 



compose the central part of the rift.  Basins of the Rio Grande rift include the Upper 



Arkansas Valley in Colorado, the San Luis basin, the Española basin, the Santo Domingo 



basin, and the Albuquerque-Belen basin; and south of the City of Socorro the rift consists 



of three small basins including the San Marcial, Engle, and Palmos basins (Kelley and 



others, 1976).  A number of published reports consider the Santo Domingo basin and the 



Albuquerque-Belen basin as a single basin, called the Albuquerque basin. 



   The Albuquerque basin is the third largest basin in the Rio Grande rift.  It is 



approximately 100-miles long from north to south and approximately 35-miles wide, and 



covers about 3,060-square miles (Thorn and others, 1993).  The east side of the basin is 



bordered by a 72-mile long line of west-facing fault escarpments made up of four 



contiguous uplift fault blocks.  These uplifted blocks are the Los Pinos, Manzano, 



Manzanita, and the Sandia mountains.  The western border of the Albuquerque basin is 



an area of relatively low relief compared to the east, and has had little or no faulting at 



the margin.  The northern end is formed mainly by the Jemez uplift and the Nacimiento 



uplift, and the southern end is the Socorro constriction formed by convergence of the east 



and west borders (Kelley, 1977). 



 



2.2.2. Santa Fe Group Aquifer System 



The Albuquerque basin contains thousands of feet of basin fill consisting mainly 



of clay, silt, sand, and gravel sized material deposited under a variety of conditions.  



These deposits are known as the Santa Fe Group which contains the main aquifer in the 



basin.  Thorn and others (1993) reported that sediment thickness in the central part of the 



basin south of Albuquerque is probably over 14,000 feet thick.    



The Santa Fe Group has been divided into three units.  In ascending stratigraphic 



order these are: a lower gray formation, a middle red formation, and an upper buff 



formation.  The lower gray formation occurs below the range of most water supply wells 



in Albuquerque.  The middle red formation is volumetrically the largest component of the 



Santa Fe Group in the Albuquerque basin, and the upper buff formation is the youngest 



basin fill unit (Connell and others, 1998).  The upper buff formation is a mixture of well 
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sorted and poorly cemented sand and gravel including beds of silty sand and clay.  The 



upper buff formation was deposited by broad fluvial systems of the ancestral Rio Grande 



and its tributaries.  In a study of core samples taken from the upper 1,500 feet of the 



Santa Fe Group in the Albuquerque west mesa, the 98th Street site, nearly the entire 



stratigraphic sequence is reported as having been deposited in a fluvial environment with 



coarse-grained intervals reflecting deposition in river channels and finer-grained intervals 



representing overbank and flood plain deposits (Allen and others, 1998).  The name 



Sierra Ladrones Formation has also been used as a name for the upper buff formation 



(Connell et al. 1998).  The upper-most unit of the upper buff formation is called the Ceja 



Member, which usually occurs above the water table.  



  Similar to the divisions of lithologic units, the Santa Fe Group aquifer system has 



been divided into individual hydrostratigraphic units.  They are the lower, middle, and 



upper parts of the Santa Fe Group, and overlying valley and basin fill deposits.  The 



upper part of the Santa Fe Group is the main sedimentary unit addressed by this model.  



The upper part of the Santa Fe Group is divided into upper and lower unnamed members 



in Connell and others (1998), based upon stratigraphic correlations from geophysical 



logs.  Kelley (1977) reported that based on well cuttings and stratigraphic sections, the 



upper Santa Fe Group is coarser and more gravelly in most areas than deeper parts of the 



Santa Fe Group.  The most productive part of the Santa Fe Group aquifer system is the 



upper part, and the most productive lithologies are paleochannels of the ancestral Rio 



Grande and, to a lesser extent, pediment-slope and alluvial fan deposits. 



Pre-development regional groundwater flow directions of the Santa Fe Group 



aquifer between Cochiti Lake and San Acacia have been described by Bexfield and 



Anderholm (2000) for the upper 300 feet of saturated Santa Fe sediments.  Their report 



points out that among the information critical to a thorough understanding of the 



groundwater flow system, are water level data that indicate the directions of groundwater 



flow prior to major groundwater withdrawals taking place.  They report that prior to 



1955, most city wells were completed in the present-day inner Rio Grande valley and the 



effects of development on regional water levels were limited until the 1960s and 1970s 



when many additional wells were installed outside the Rio Grande valley, causing effects 
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over a much wider area.  Bjorklund and Maxwell (1961) reported the average pumping 



rate increased from about 2 million gallons per day in 1930, to about 33 million gallons 



per day in 1959.  Kelly (1982) presented several predevelopment groundwater flow maps 



in describing the history of groundwater use in Albuquerque, and reported that a major 



expansion of the municipal well system began in 1959 when several new well fields were 



developed.  Maps of predevelopment groundwater flow covering the area of interest for 



this model show flow directions mainly being towards the west-southwest.    



Development of groundwater resources in the Albuquerque area have resulted in 



significant changes to groundwater flow directions.  Groundwater flow directions in the 



1960s do not indicate a northeast flow from the BFF towards production wells, except for 



the area relatively close to the Love well field.  Installation dates for certain early wells in 



the Love well field are 1954 for Love 1, and 1958 for Love 3, 4, and 5 (Bexfield and 



others, 1999).  The effects of these wells can be seen on maps in Bjorklund and Maxwell, 



1961.  Wells in the Ridgecrest well field were installed in the 1970s, except for 



Ridgecrest 5 which was installed in 1990.  Although there have been variations in 



pumping rates at individual ABCWUA and Kirtland AFB wells over the years, 



groundwater directions in southeast Albuquerque appear to have been towards production 



wells northeast of the BFF for at least the last several decades.   



 



2.2.3. Ancestral Rio Grande Deposits  



A number of drinking water production wells in southeast Albuquerque, including 



wells in the Ridgecrest well field, some Kirtland AFB wells, and the VA hospital 



production well, are believed to be screened in sediments deposited by former stream 



channels of the Rio Grande.  These ancestral Rio Grande deposits are important to the 



model because they are the most productive sediments of the Santa Fe Group aquifer, and 



the EDB plume is most likely moving through these highly conductive sediments towards 



drinking water production wells.     



In describing geologic history and basin stratigraphy, Hawley and Haase (1992) 



report that a through-flowing ancestral Rio Grande, including two ancestral tributaries 



(the Rio San Jose and Rio Puerco), joined the Rio Grande and formed a large 
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aggradational plain in the central basin.  These ancestral Rio Grande deposits are 



interbedded with piedmont-slope deposits which together form upper Santa Fe Group.  



The basin floor fluvial deposits are reported as consisting of ancestral river sediments of 



thick zones (usually less than 1,000 ft) of clean sand and pebble gravel, and the 



piedmont-slope deposits are reported as poorly sorted and weakly stratified with a silt-



clay matrix.   



Hawley and Haase (1992) show that the ancestral Rio Grande channel facies is 



oriented approximately north to south extending through southeast Albuquereque.  The 



following observations regarding hydraulic conductivity and the ancestral Rio Grande 



deposits were made by Thorn and others (1993): (i) hydraulic conductivity is low east of 



the eastern limit of the ancestral Rio Grande deposits, (ii) hydraulic conductivity is high 



west of the eastern limit, and (iii) hydraulic conductivity is low west of the Rio Grande 



fault.  These boundaries place the ancestral Rio Grande deposits and thus a zone of 



relatively high hydraulic conductivity within the model domain.  In addition to the 



occurrence of these deposits in the model domain, their north to south orientation is also 



important because the model’s finite-difference grid should be oriented along the 



principal axis of hydraulic conductivity (i.e., north to south).   



Data from well-bore flow logging indicate some vertical intervals of the Santa Fe 



Group aquifer are more productive than others.  In a study of six production wells by 



Thorn (2000), using an impeller-type flow meter measuring flow rates from discrete 



vertical intervals, higher water production was noted from layers of gravel and sand with 



varying amounts of sandy clay.  The production well located closest to the model domain, 



Love 6, which is located just to the north, showed two zones of higher production: 900-



930 ft (100-150 gallons per minute (gpm)), and 1,030 to 1,050 ft (125-175 gpm).  By 



comparison, flow log results reported for intervals consisting mainly of clay are reported 



as showing minimal to no flow contribution to the well.     



A flow-meter log of well Griegos-1, located northwest of the model domain and 



near the Rio Grande, showed the most productive zones at 360-380 ft and 540-560 ft 



below land surface (Thorn, 2001).  Bexfield and others (2011) reported on flow logging 



for Yale-2, located just west of the model domain, under ambient and pumping 
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conditions.  They reported that the highest rates of flow under ambient conditions occur 



at approximately 656 feet below land surface (bls), and under pumping conditions the 



greatest flow occurs in the upper parts of the well screen at approximately 558 feet bls or 



above. 



 



2.3. Hydraulic and Mass Transport Boundaries 



 The model requires the specification of boundary conditions for both groundwater 



flow and contaminant transport.  Boundaries represent actual features situated in and 



around a model domain that have significant influences on groundwater flow and 



contaminant transport.  These include hydrogeologic features, groundwater divides, 



contamination sources, etc.  Groundwater flow boundaries can lie within a model 



domain, around the perimeter of a domain, or link the model domain to external 



hydrology.  Sizes of contaminant transport boundaries are usually more limited than 



groundwater flow boundaries because the extents of aquifers are typically much greater.  



Boundaries must be defined numerically for the governing partial differential equations 



used by MODFLOW and MT3DMS to be solved.     



        



2.3.1. Groundwater Flow Boundaries  



 The main natural groundwater flow boundaries affecting the model lie outside the 



model domain.  These include the Rio Grande river (approximately six miles west of the 



EDB plume), the aquifer/basin edge contact (approximately three miles east), and Tijeras 



Arroyo just to the southeast.  Located also to the south is the perched zone on Kirtland 



AFB that merges with and supplies water to the regional aquifer.  The perched zone 



reportedly resulted from Kirtland’s past water management practices and is not a natural 



flow boundary (Balleau Groundwater, Inc., 2002).  A number of faults are present in the 



vicinity including the Sandia fault and the Rio Grande fault, but their effects on 



groundwater flow are unclear (NMED staff, personal communication).  No vertical 



recharge is included in the model and the water table is not used as a flow boundary. 



Normally, it is desirable to develop a groundwater flow model with model 



boundaries corresponding to locations of actual boundaries.  This approach was 
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attempted during early phases of the project and the boundaries discussed above were 



included, but the domain was later reduced to a smaller and more focused area.  The 



domain was reduced because there were too many areas lacking sufficient hydrogeologic 



data to support the level of detail needed for this model.  It was decided that a smaller 



domain with a greater density of data points would be more effective at accomplishing 



project goals.  The initial and final model domains are shown below in figure 3.   



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



The early larger domain was useful in preliminary modeling because it provided a 



greater understanding of how the Rio Grande, the mountain front region, Tijeras Arroyo, 



and the perched aquifer affected groundwater flow.  As pointed out by the American 



Society of Testing and Materials (ASTM), 2008a, it is important to understand the 



location and conditions of the boundaries and their effects even if lateral boundaries are 



far from the main area of interest.  Hydraulic head used for boundary values in the larger 



domain were derived from the USGS National Water Information System (NWIS) for the 



dates December 2011 to February 2012, and from water levels estimated from the 



groundwater map by Faulk and others (2011).  City well pumping rates in the larger 



Figure 3: Early model domain showing important basin hydraulic features. 
Final model domain shown by dashed outline. 
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domain corresponded to December 2011 to February 2012 and were provided by 



ABCWUA.  Information on the Kirtland perched zone was found in Van Hart (2003).  



Preliminary modeling using the larger model domain did not advance to the point of 



including mass transport.  However, it did provide initial estimates of hydraulic head 



useful for constructing the smaller, final model domain.   



Anderson and Woessner (1992) refer to a certain type of hydraulic boundary as an   



artificial boundary.  Artificial boundaries are commonly used when there are no actual 



physical boundaries in a model domain.  In these cases, boundary values are defined from 



data on the configuration of the groundwater flow system such as water table maps. 



Because there are no obvious physical boundaries present in the final model domain, the 



use of artificial boundaries is appropriate, and necessary for the model to function.  If 



placed around the edges of the final model domain, the boundaries conceptually (and 



numerically) link groundwater flow in the final model domain to groundwater flow 



outside the model domain.   



 Artificial boundaries function according to the type of hydraulic boundary they 



represent.  Franke and others (1987) list the seven most common types of boundary 



conditions encountered in groundwater systems.  They are: constant head, specified head, 



streamline or stream surface, specified flux, head dependent flux, free surface, and 



seepage surface.  Of these types, the most appropriate hydraulic boundary for use in this 



model is a specified head boundary.  By using specified head boundaries, water levels 



can be specified as a function of position and time along each border of the model 



domain.  The time value is not relevant for this model, however, because the groundwater 



flow model is a steady-state model and groundwater flow conditions are constant.   



 



2.3.2. Contaminant Transport 



 The conceptual site model by Shaw Environmental and Infrastructure, Inc., 2011 



(Chapter 7, Section 7.4) describes how non-aqueous phase liquid (NAPL) reached the 



water table based on measurements of total petroleum hydrocarbons, benzene, and 



contamination footprints near the water table.  It is reported that NAPL migrated 400-500 



ft downward through the vadose zone with little or no horizontal spread until it reached 
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the water table.  At the water table, NAPL began to spread horizontally and mainly to the 



northeast towards drinking water supply wells including KAFB-3 and the Ridgecrest well 



field.  Fluctuation in the water table elevation has also caused NAPL smearing.  NAPL is 



believed to be trapped below the water table, and will probably be a persistent source of 



groundwater contamination for the indefinite future. 



 Kirtland AFB has grouped EDB concentration data for the dissolved phase into 



three depth zones: shallow, intermediate, and deep.  The shallow zone is the zone 



monitored across the water table and extends 5 to 10 ft below the water table; the 



intermediate zone extends 15-30 ft below the 2009 water table elevation; and the deep 



zone extends 30 to 100 ft below the 2009 water table elevation (Shaw Environmental and 



Infrastructure, Inc., 2011).  EDB concentrations are highest in the shallow zone, followed 



by the intermediate zone, and lowest concentrations are in the deep zone.  These discrete 



depth zones provided logical divisions for establishing initial contaminant conditions in 



the aquifer using data sets for each zone.  These descriptions indicate that two different 



representations of EDB are needed for the model: 



1. A contaminant boundary representing the concentration of EDB in groundwater 



adjacent to the NAPL area (referred to as LNAPL for this model), providing  a 



source of EDB to the dissolved phase plume, and 



 



2. A representation of the horizontal and vertical distribution of EDB concentrations 



in the aquifer forming the EDB dissolved phase plume.   



 



While the LNAPL/EDB source can be included as a contaminant boundary condition, the 



distribution of EDB concentrations throughout the aquifer can be handled as an aquifer 



property to define existing conditions in the aquifer at the start of a model run.   



 One approach to the EDB source boundary is to specify a contaminant boundary 



approximately the same size and shape as the LNAPL area and containing EDB 



concentrations that are declining over time.  Simulated declining concentrations would 



account for possible concentration reductions caused by site remediation.  The boundary 



concentration can be set to decrease by a certain percentage, such as 10% per year.    



Assuming that the concentrations of EDB partitioning from fuel to groundwater are much 



less than EDB concentrations in aviation gasoline, concentrations therefore occurring in 



the shallow zone can be used to approximate starting contaminant source boundary 
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concentrations.  The highest concentrations reported in the shallow zone are 



approximately a few to several hundred micrograms per liter in 2011-2012.  By 



comparison, concentrations of EDB in aviation gasoline have been reported to be 444 



mg/l (Spidle and others 2007), 600 mg/l (Falta, 2004), and less than 4 ml/gal (2,377 mg/l) 



(Chevron, 2003).     



  



2.4. Aquifer Properties 



2.4.1. Hydraulic Conductivity  



 Aquifer properties applicable to this model consist of hydraulic conductivity, 



storage, and existing concentrations of EDB distributed through the aquifer.  Hydraulic 



conductivity is a numerical value that indicates the relative ease with which groundwater 



may pass through permeable geologic material.  It is usually determined from aquifer 



tests but may also be determined qualitatively from making interpretations about 



depositional environments, sedimentology, and lithology.  Hydraulic conductivity is the 



most important aquifer property for developing groundwater flow models and it directly 



influences simulated groundwater gradients and velocity.  The following sources of 



information were consulted for determining model hydraulic conductivity. 



 



 Kirtland AFB BFF Quarterly Monitoring and Site Investigation Report, 



July-September (2011): Hydraulic conductivity available from slug test analyses 



sheets for monitoring wells installed as part of the Kirtland AFB site 



investigation. 



 



 Kirtland AFB Stage 2 Abatement Plan, Extraction Well KAFB-ST105-EX01, 



Aquifer Test Report (2009): Contains pumping test data for wells at the southern 



part of the model domain. 



 



 Source Water Assessment for the Albuquerque Water Supply System, 



NMED, (2002): Hydraulic conductivity referenced to other reports including 



Thorn (1993) and Groundwater Management, Inc. (1988).   



 



 McAda and Barroll (2002), Kernoodle (1998), and other USGS reports:  
Contain hydraulic conductivity data, maps, and multiplication factors for 



anisotropy across the Albuquerque basin.   
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 Thorn and others (1993): Hydraulic conductivity given by dividing 



transmissivity (T) by screen length (b) in Table 2 of the USGS report (T = Kb). 



 



 Hawley and Haase (1992): Presents ranges of hydraulic conductivity with 



rankings of high (> 30 ft/d), moderate (0.3 to 30 ft/d) and low 0.3 ft/d.  Rankings 



based on depositional environments and particle sizes (sand + gravel/silt + clay 



ratio).   



 



 Groundwater Management, Inc. (1988): Hydraulic conductivity calculated for 



Ridgecrest Wells 1-4 from pumping tests (Table 1 of GMI report).  Calculations 



used best estimate of transmissivity divided by screen length. 



 



Pumping test results reported for ABCWUA wells are more representative of 



hydraulic conductivity for wider and deeper sections of the Santa Fe Group aquifer than 



results from KABF slug tests.  This is because pumping tests account for long well 



screens in production wells and encompass a greater overall area of testing.  On the other 



hand, slug testing from the Kirtland AFB site investigation has provided a greater density 



of hydraulic conductivity data in shallow parts of the aquifer which seems relevant to 



designing hydraulic controls at the source area and plume front.  It is important to use 



correct hydraulic conductivity data for design purposes because, as pointed out by 



Doriski and others (1994), inaccurate estimates of hydraulic conductivity used for 



designing groundwater remediation systems can result in underdesign or overdesign 



problems creating incomplete capture of a contaminant plume, unnecessary expenditures, 



and other related problems. 



A comparison of data from pumping and slug tests indicates the data sets are 



similar.  However, in comparing data sets it is necessary to keep in mind the spatial 



differences from where each data set was collected in relation to the ancestral Rio Grande 



deposits.  The model domain is larger than the current plume size (fig. 2) and includes 



ABCWUA wells and pumping test locations outside (east and west) of the ancestral Rio 



Grande deposits.  Hydraulic conductivity results from pumping tests at wells in the model 



domain range from 6 to 131 ft/d with a mean of 45 ft/d.  However, by excluding pumping 



test results from wells outside the ancestral Rio Grande deposits, results are higher on 



average (72 ft/d).  Hydraulic conductivity from slug tests performed at monitoring wells 



located in the central part of the model domain within the ancestral Rio Grande deposits 
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range from 41 to 107 ft/d with a mean of 70.4 ft/d.  Hydraulic conductivity is even higher 



in some areas as shown by pumping tests conducted as part of the Stage 2 Abatement 



Plan, Solid Waste Management Unit ST-105 at Kirtland AFB, which resulted in 



hydraulic conductivities of 131 and 246 ft/d (Kirtland AFB, 2009).   



     



2.4.2. Storage 



A value of 0.2 was selected for specific yield (storage term for unconfined 



aquifers) based on work by Bjorklund and Maxwell (1961), Thorn and others (1993), 



Kernodle and others (1995), McAda and Barroll (2002), and Bexfield and McAda (2003).  



Although some deeper layers of the Santa Fe Group aquifer may be confined, specific 



storage (the storage term for confined aquifers) is not used in steady-state simulations.  A 



value of 0.274 was assigned for effective porosity based on slug tests performed during 



the Kirtland AFB site investigation.  Kirtland AFB reported laboratory tests for porosity 



from remolded soil samples from well screened intervals (Kirtland AFB, 2013).   Those 



results showed a mean total porosity of 34.3 % with a standard deviation of ± 4.78%.  



Based on these and other (published) data, total porosity in the model was generally 30%, 



although some iterations of the model used a porosity of 35%.   



 



2.4.3. Existing EDB Concentrations 



 The EDB plume can be included as distributed property data by essentially 



replicating the current plume at the start of a model run.  Because EDB is distributed 



through the aquifer, it is more appropriate to include EDB as a property of the aquifer 



than a contaminant boundary condition.  The data sources for constructing the plume in 



the model are reports from the Kirtland AFB site investigation.  The model includes each 



of the three concentration depth zones which ultimately undergo mixing during the mass 



transport model run. 
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2.5. 1,2-Dibromoethane Transport Processes 



2.5.1. Degradation and First-Order Decay 



 A cursory review of EDB concentrations from selected Kirtland AFB 



groundwater monitring wells for the years 2008 to 2012 did not clearly indicate a trend of 



decreasing concentrations.  Some wells showed slight decreases but others did not.  



Wilson and others (2008) report that although it is theoretically possible for anaerobic 



biodegradation or abiotic degradation to remove EDB, it is frequently difficult to prove 



based on conventional monitoring data.  They propose performing Compound Specific 



Isotopic Analysis (CSIA) as a more definitive method to determine biodegradation.   



 Rather than including degradation in the model, an approach more consistent with 



current knowledge is to develop the mass transport model without using degradation.  



However, since more thorough investigative work may eventually be performed on 



understanding degradation at the site, a contingency for including EDB degradation in the 



model was included.  In the event additional data shows degradation is occurring, 



degradation can be included in the model as first-order irreversible decay.  This requires a 



first-order reaction rate that can be estimated by the following equation:  



 



Equation 2: First-order decay 



  
   



     
      



 



where 



k  =  the reaction rate constant 
      =  the initial concentration 
       = the concentration at time t 
 



Wilson and others (2008) provided a summary of first-order rate constants compiled from 



several field studies of EDB in aquifer flow paths.  For spills of leaded gasoline, the rate 



constants are 1.3/yr, 0.63/yr, and 0.22/yr.  One rate constant is reported for a spill of 



AVGAS which is 0.03/yr.   
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2.5.2. Sorption and Retardation 



 Sorption refers to a number of different processes (adsorption, absorption, 



chemisorption, etc.) that remove a solute from solution by becoming attached or 



incorporated into solid material such as sediment and mineral grains.  When sorption 



occurs it decreases contaminant concentrations and reduces the velocity of contaminant 



movement which is referred to as retardation.   



 The distribution coefficient      is the slope of a linear sorption isotherm and can 



be calculated by multiplying the distribution coefficient for soil organic carbon (Koc) by 



the fraction of organic carbon (foc).  Whether or not retardation is occurring can be 



estimated from calculating a retardation factor (  ) as shown in equation 3. 



   



Equation 3: Retardation factor 



 



     
  



 
    



 



where 



    =  retardation factor 
     =  bulk density of soil 
   = porosity 
       =   distribution coefficient (foc · Koc ) 



  



Following the calculation of   , the relative velocity of a solute front (plume front) can be 



determined by dividing the average linear velocity of groundwater by the retardation 



factor (equation  4).   



 



Equation 4: Relative velocity of contamination 



    
  
  



 



where 



   = average linear velocity of the solute front  
   = average linear groundwater velocity 
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 This calculation has been performed by Shaw (2011) using the following values 



from literature and testing: Koc  28.2 milliliters per gram (mL/g) (EPA, 2006),    2.65 



grams per cubic centimeter (g/cm
3
), foc 0.00023 gram/gram, and a porosity of 34.1%.  



The resulting retardation factor is 1.03, and the average linear velocity of the EDB plume 



front is 0.97.  Based on this estimate, it appears that little sorption is taking place and the 



plume front would be moving at nearly the same velocity as groundwater.   



 If more extensive site investigations indicate sorption is occurring, the model can 



be modified.  Sorption can be included by specifying a distribution coefficient, an initial 



concentration, and by specifying the type of sorption isotherm (linear, Freundlich, or 



Langmuir; (Fetter, 2008)).  Although sorption is not known to be occurring at this time, 



the concentration along the plume front should not be expected to be constant based on 



the processes of dispersion as noted below.  



 



2.5.3. Dispersion 



 Dispersion is a process that spreads contaminant mass in the lateral and vertical 



(x, y, and z) directions, along the advective path of a plume, and reduces solute 



concentrations (Schlumberger, 2012).  When dispersion causes solute concentrations at a 



plume front to be reduced, it takes a greater length of time for a given higher 



concentration to reach a point down gradient.  Higher values of dispersion in a model 



cause more mixing and lower values of dispersion cause less mixing.    



 Dispersion consists of two components: mechanical dispersion and molecular 



diffusion, which together are referred to as hydrodynamic dispersion.  Mechanical 



dispersion is caused by groundwater moving though individual flowpaths in porous 



media where some flowpaths cause groundwater velocities to be greater, and some less, 



than the average linear groundwater flow velocity.  Mechanical dispersion occurring 



along the axis of a plume is called longitudinal dispersion, and mechanical dispersion 



occurring perpendicular to the axis is called transverse (or horizontal) dispersion.  



Molecular diffusion causes solute to move from a higher to lower concentration even 
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when water is not flowing.  Molecular diffusion is usually insignificant for groundwater 



modeling purposes.  



 The model requires a dispersion coefficient based on values of longitudinal, 



horizontal, and vertical dispersivity (equation 5).   



 



Equation 5: Dispersion coefficient 
Schlumberger, 2012 
 



       
  



 



   
 +      



  
 



   
 +    · 



  
 



   
     



where 



D  : Dispersion Coefficient (L2/T)  



   : longitudinal dispersivity (L)  



VL : longitudinal velocity of flow along the plume migration pathway (L/T)  



   : is the horizontal dispersivity (L)  



VH : horizontal velocity of flow along the plume migration pathway (L/T)  



   :    vertical dispersivity (L)  



VV : vertical velocity of flow along the plume migration pathway  



D* : diffusion coefficient (L2/T)  



|v|  :  magnitude of seepage velocity (L/T)   



 



 In order to determine dispersivity ( ), the length of the EDB plume may be used 



in a relationship by Xu and Eckstein (1995) or in a method referred to as the “one-tenth 



rule”.  The Xu and Eckstein relationship is shown in equation 6. 



  



Equation 6: Longitudinal dispersivity 
Xu and Eckstein, 1995 



               
      



 



 



where 
  : longitudinal dispersivity  
    :  length of plume (in meters) 
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If the plume length is calculated from approximately the middle of the LNAPL area to 



the vicinity of the Ridgecrest wells 3 and 5, the distance is approximately 10,000 ft 



(3,048 m).   



  
                           
 



                     
 



               
 



            55.4ft 



 



 The “one-tenth rule” refers to estimating dispersivity as being 0.1 of the length of 



the plume.  However, the “one-tenth rule” is less appropriate to this model because, as 



reported by Fetter (2008), for longer plumes the relationship between longitudinal 



dispersivity and flow length is more complex than a 0.1 ratio.  Therefore, the better 



estimate is believed to be the value calculated by the Xu and Eckstein equation.  



 In a study of field-scale dispersion in aquifers, Gelhar and others (1992) reported 



that horizontal values were found to be 1-2 orders of magnitude less than longitudinal 



values, and vertical values even smaller by still another order of magnitude.  Based on 



this research, and on model testing, the ratios of transverse to longitudinal and vertical to 



longitudinal dispersivity were determined to be 0.01 and 0.001, respectively.   



 Molecular diffusion is not used in equation 5 because the length of the plume 



suggests that mechanical dispersion is the predominant cause of mixing and molecular 



diffusion would be negligible.  Velocity values in equation 5 are calculated in the model.   
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3. MODEL CONSTRUCTION 



3.1. Model Grid and Layers 



 The model uses a variably spaced finite-difference grid oriented north to south.  



The grid origin (at point 0,0) corresponds with coordinates 1,155,970 ft (x-direction) and 



12,723,100 ft (y-direction) (North American Datum 1983).  From the origin the grid 



extends 25,697 ft east and 20,898 ft north, and includes 178 rows and 154 columns.  



Sizes of grid cells range from 10, 609 ft
2 



to
 
265,225 ft



2
.
 
 A refined grid was needed for 



mass transport modeling and thus smaller grid cells cover the main area of interest: the 



EDB plume, Ridgecrest wells, VA hospital production well, etc.  The model grid is 



shown in figure 4. 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



The model contains eight main layers (fig 5).  Layering was determined based on 



the model’s functional needs rather than on elevations of geologic strata.  The main 



model layers are:  



 Layers 1 and 2: These layers contain the water table (bottom of layer 1), and the 



LNAPL area (layer 2) represented as a contaminant concentration boundary.   



 



Figure 4: Model grid and model domain. 
Model grid (left) shown in relation to model domain (right) 
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 Layers 3, 4, and 5:  These layers contain the EDB plume divided into the shallow 



interval (layer 3), intermediate interval (layer 4), and deep interval (layer 5).  



These three divisions are only important at the beginning of the model run 



because concentrations from all three layers undergo mixing when the mass 



transport model run begins.   



 



 Layers 6, 7, and 8:  Contain well screens for drinking water production wells.   



 



In addition to the layers described above, others layers were added and/or 



removed on an as needed basis to define zones needed for ZoneBudget, the computer 



program used to calculate water volumes.  Table 1 provides information on model layer 



elevations, thicknesses, and uses.     



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



3.2. Model Time 



 Groundwater flow and EDB transport use time differently in the model.  



Groundwater flow was developed as a steady-state condition representing pumping 



conditions and groundwater levels for approximately fall 2011 through winter 2012.  This 



Figure 5: Model layers in cross-section. 
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time period represents the beginning of the project when model data collection and 



reviews of data began.  Steady-state refers to groundwater conditions at equilibrium, so 



there are no changes to groundwater conditions in the model once the groundwater flow 



field has been established by MODFLOW.  



 



Table 1: Model Layer Specifications 



Model 
Layers 



Top 
Elevation 



Bottom 
Elevation 



Thickness 
(ft) 



Main Purposes 



1 5000 4864 136 contains water table 
2 4864 4855 9 water table; EDB source (LNAPL)  
3 4855 4839 16 EDB plume shallow 
4 4839 4824 15 EDB plume intermediate 
5 4824 4754 70 EDB plume deep 
6 4754 4703 51 production well screens 
7 4703 4620 83 production well screens 
8 4620 3880 740 production well screens 



 



 There are a number of reasons why groundwater flow should be steady-state and 



time should be based on recent conditions.  First, in order to determine pumping designs 



to stop or limit EDB plume movement, the design analysis must use current groundwater 



levels for model calibration and the current known extent of EDB contamination for 



initial mass transport conditions.  Second, groundwater level measurements from within 



the plume have been collected in only the last few years.  These recent data are essential 



for ensuring MODFLOW calculates hydraulic heads accurately.  Although there is a 



record of basin-wide changes in groundwater levels and levels appear to be rising at 



present, it is more practical from a design standpoint to base model development on 



current groundwater conditions. 



 Different than groundwater flow, the time for EDB transport covers 75 years 



beginning in 2011.  (The model was not designed to simulate movement of EDB from the 



time of the initial release of fuel below the BFF).  Seventy-five years was selected 



because it provides ample time for EDB to travel sufficiently far into the Ridgecrest well 



field so that effects can be examined.  Seventy-five years also provides enough time for 



an analysis of plume capture.  The seventy-five year period may be shortened or 
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lengthened as necessary in future model revisions, but extremely long run times such as 



100s of years are not practical because of computer processing limitations.   



 



3.3. Boundary Conditions 



3.3.1. Hydraulic Boundaries 



Specified head boundaries were used around the north, south, east, and west edges 



of the model domain in all layers.  Each side was divided into two individual boundary 



segments so there are eight groundwater flow boundaries in all.  Using eight segments 



helped provide flexibility for flow calibration.  The boundaries were assigned with lateral 



gradients to account for changes in head along boundary lengths.  The cone of depression 



beneath southeast Albuquerque, intersecting horizontal flow boundaries, causes head 



values to gradually change from relatively higher values at the ends of each boundary to 



relatively lower values towards the center. 



 Boundary values and gradients were refined during model development to 



improve flow calibration.  Boundaries were refined by adjusting hydraulic head, 



boundary conductance, and lengths of individual boundary segments to improve 



consistency between calculated and observed water levels.  According to the approved 



QA/QC project plan, successful head calibration refers to achieving 10% or less for the 



normalized root mean square for observed vs. calculated heads.  While making 



adjustments to flow boundaries, it was noticed that there is not a unique set of boundary 



conditions resulting in successful head calibration.  In other words, a range of possible 



boundary heads and gradients can provide acceptable calibration.  This range of 



possibilities indicated a sensitivity analysis was warranted on flow boundary 



specifications and is discussed fully in Chapter 5. 



 



3.3.2. EDB Source Boundary 



 The area referred to as the LNAPL area in the conceptual model was treated as a 



contaminant concentration boundary.  The purpose of this boundary is to provide 



concentrations of EDB to the dissolved phase plume.  The boundary was placed in layer 2 



just above the shallow zone in layer 3 (fig 6), and reflects EDB concentrations in 2011.  
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The most important attributes about the boundary are its horizontal extents, its starting 



concentration, and its rate of concentration decrease.  The thickness of the boundary is 



not important because the boundary thickness does not affect the transfer of EDB to the 



underlying shallow zone.   



 The boundary’s starting concentration was assumed to be similar to higher 



concentrations of EDB reported for the shallow zone during the 4
th



 quarter of 2011.  The 



highest concentration listed in the shallow zone is 190 µg/l (Shaw Environmental and 



Infrastructure, Inc., 2011), and the boundary concentration was set at 200 µg/l for 



convenience.  The boundary undergoes a decrease in concentration of 10% per year.  This 



decrease not based on sampling data and is explained further in the uncertainties section 



(Section 5.1).     



 



     



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



3.4. Drinking Water Production Wells 



 The production of groundwater from the Santa Fe Group aquifer system is the 



single most important factor affecting groundwater flow directions in the model domain.  



Figure 6: Contaminant concentration boundary. 
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The model contains nineteen active drinking water production wells operated by 



ABCWUA (12 wells), KAFB (6 wells), and the VA (1 well).  These wells are represented 



in the model by their coordinate locations, pumping rates, and elevations of the tops and 



bottoms of their well screens.  Figure 7 shows locations of drinking water production 



wells.      



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



Figure 7: Locations of pumping wells in model domain. 



 Production wells identified on maps, but were either temporarily inactive or had  



been permanently removed from service during the groundwater flow simulation period, 



were not included.  Those wells are KAFB-1, KAFB-2, KAFB-5, KAFB-6, KAFB-12, 



KAFB-13, and Love-5.  One other well, KAFB-4, is an active production well but was 



not included because it lies too close to the southern model boundary.  A pumping well 



placed close to a flow boundary may cause anomalous flow conditions and KAFB-4 was 



therefore not included.     











 



 



Groundwater Modeling Report  



1,2–Dibromoethane in S.E. Albuquerque              33 



 



 Well location coordinates and screen elevations for ABCWUA wells were taken 



from a listing of well construction information and summary statistics found in Bexfield 



and others (1999).  Ridgecrest wells 1-4 were imported into the model according to their 



geographic coordinates.  Once imported, their locations were checked by comparing the 



model plot to a detailed area map found in Groundwater Management Inc. (1988).  Since 



Ridgecrest 5 was installed after 1988 (in 1991) its location was noted during a May 2012 



site reconnaissance trip and later plotted in the model accordingly.  Locations of other 



ABCWUA wells in the model were taken from various published reports such as 



Bexfield and McAda (2003).   



 The Kirtland AFB Environmental Restoration Program provided a base-wide map 



showing locations of all base production wells.  The New Mexico Veterans Affairs 



Health Care System, Engineering Services, provided geographic coordinates for the VA 



hospital production well.  All wells in the model (both production and monitoring wells) 



were compared to well locations shown on various maps in Kirtland AFB site 



investigation reports and other reports to ensure location accuracy and consistency.   



 Pumping rates for city wells were provided by ABCWUA and pumping rates for 



Kirtland AFB wells were provided by the Kirtland AFB Environmental Restoration 



Program.  ABCWUA and the VA provided pumping rates for February 2012, and 



Kirtland AFB provided data for May 2012.  In looking at trends in Kirtland AFB 



production rates, winter rates can be as much as 50% less than spring and summer rates.  



Therefore, to approximate winter pumping rates for steady-state model time, 50% of the 



Kirtland AFB May 2012 pumping rates were used.   



 The model requires specific information for each pumping well, including a well 



name, well location coordinates, the top and bottom well screen elevations, and pumping 



rates.  This information is contained in table 2.  Well screens that cross model layers 



pump water from each model layer.  Pumping rates are listed with a negative sign (-) to 



indicate water extraction.  NMED has notified EPA that Ridgecrest 5 usually pumps 



more than Ridgecrest 3.  The effects of this difference from the pumping rates below 



were evaluated during the sensitivity analysis (Chapter 5). 
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3.5. Aquifer Properties 



3.5.1. Hydraulic Conductivity and Storage 



Hydraulic conductivity was established in consultation with NMED.  Data used to 



establish the field hydraulic conductivity is listed in table 3, and consists of pumping test 



data reported for drinking water supply wells.  Slug test results were not used because 



pumping tests are more comprehensive in nature, although results from both types of tests 



are similar in this case.   



*50% of summer pumping rate 



 



Pumping test data were interpolated by kriging (fig 8).  Two control points needed 



to be added to the lower southeast edge of the model domain to constrain irregular 



contour lines in that portion of the domain.  This improved consistency between the 



pattern of contoured data and the general north-south pattern of hydraulic conductivity 



expected in this geologic setting.  Aquifer storage was assigned as reported in Section 



2.4.2 throughout the model domain.    



 



Table 2: Pumping well coordinates, well screen elevations, and pumping rates. 
 



Well Name 
Model 



Designation 
X 



Coordinate 
Y 



Coordinate 



Screen 
Top 



(ft msl) 



Screen 
Bottom 
 (ft msl) 



Screen 
Length (ft) 



Pumping Rate 
(gpm) 



Burton-1 B1 1159778 12734836 4646 4030 616 -3000 



Burton-2 B2 1160894 12737042 4857 4437 420 -2300 



Burton-3 B3 1161920 12738845 4857 4221 636 -1900 



Burton-4 B4 1158921 12733232 4645 4000 645 -2850 



Burton-5 B5 1165506 12734339 4728 4128 600 -2850 



Love-3 LOVE_3 1180335 12741892 4805 4145 660 -1500 



Love-4 LOVE_4 1177095 12741942 4770 4086 684 -1700 



Ridgecrest-1 R1 1180148 12735121 4806 4182 624 -1550 



Ridgecrest-2 R2 1178848 12737062 4686 3916 770 -3000 



Ridgecrest-3 R3 1175921 12735894 4765 3949 816 -2770 



Ridgecrest-4 R4 1173480 12739269 4772 3932 840 -2800 



Ridgecrest-5 R5 1173025 12736748 4705 3905 800 -2900 



KAFB-3  KAFB-3 1172863 12734202 4912 4462 450 -325* 



KAFB-7  KAFB-7 1170864 12725606 4904 4395 509 -391* 



KAFB-14  KAFB-14 1162962 12729168 4950 4330 620 -733* 



KAFB-15  KAFB-15 1165545 12729496 4642 4346 296 -840* 



KAFB-16  KAFB-16 1170967 12729154 4904 4395 509 -725* 



KAFB-20  KAFB-20 1174792 12727450 4904 4395 509 -767* 



VA Well VA 1167026 12729543 4751 4571 180 -760 
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Table 3: Hydraulic conductivity (K) in x, y, and z directions. 
Data for wells outside the model domain were also used in contouring. 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



3.5.2. EDB Plume Concentrations 



 The existing EDB plume was included as an aquifer property by assigning EDB 



concentrations from the 4
th



 quarter 2011 to layers 3, 4, and 5 using data from Kirtland 



AFB site investigation (tables 4-6).  These three property zones were combined with the 



contaminant boundary condition representing LNAPL to arrange the model’s starting 



conditions at time 0-days (fig 9).             



 



Well Kx,  Ky Kz 



Burton-2 50 5.00 



Burton-3 40 4.00 



Ridgecrest-1 13 1.30 



Ridgecrest-2 25 2.50 



Ridgecrest-3 24 2.40 



Ridgecrest-4 25 2.50 



Ridgecrest-5 80 8.00 



LOMAS-1 28 2.80 



LOVE-6 6 0.60 



LOVE-1 12 1.20 



LOVE-7 23 2.30 



LOVE-3 47 4.7 



LOVE-4 35 3.5 



LOVE-5 25 2.5 



LOVE-8 71 7.10 



CHARLES-4 98 9.8 



CHARLES-2 100 10.0 



CHARLES-5 57 5.7 



CHARLES-3 120 1.20 



CHARLES-1 103 1.03 



SANTA_BARBARA 34 3.4 



YALE-1 24 2.40 



YALE-2 2 2.40 



YALE-3 12 1.20 



SAN_JOSE-2 8 0.8 



MILES-1 13 1.30 



KAFB-ST105-EX1 131 1.31 



Figure 8: Contoured field of hydraulic conductivity.   
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3.6. Dispersion and Molecular Diffusion 



The only contaminant transport process specified in the model at this time is 



dispersion.  Dispersion was included as discussed in Section 2.5.3, and molecular 



diffusion was not used.  Although sorption and retardation are also not included, they 



could be used in future versions of the model, if necessary.   



 



Figure 9: Initial conditions for EDB in 3-dimensional diagram. 
Wells shown by red and yellow vertical lines (well screens are yellow, and red lengths are 
non-screened sections).  Concentrations in µg/l. 
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Table 4: Starting concentrations for EDB in shallow zone (layer 3). 



Well ID X Y µg/l 



KAFB-106029 1168438 12732178 0.028 



KAFB-106032 1167637 12731297 0.028 



KAFB-106035 1169684 12731525 0.43 



KAFB-106038 1169405 12730177 0.029 



KAFB-106042 1169697 12733054 0.65 



KAFB-106046 1168844 12728704 0.029 



KAFB-106049 1168767 12732782 0.028 



KAFB-106051 1168769 12732827 0.028 



KAFB-106052 1169097 12732765 0.029 



KAFB-106055 1169812 12732389 0.65 



KAFB-106057 1169841 12732388 0.77 



KAFB-106059 1167731 12728796 190 



KAFB-106064 1168370 12728893 5.3 



KAFB-106067 1168764 12729817 0.097 



KAFB-106075 1168230 12730338 0.21 



KAFB-106076 1167813 12728331 110 



KAFB-106079 1168267 12729184 160 



KAFB-106085 1168603 12731085 0.039 



KAFB-106088 1169265 12730858 0.26 



KAFB-106091 1169060 12731912 0.028 



KAFB-106094 1168133 12729819 2.3 



KAFB-106106 1169420 12732797 0.2 



KAFB-1061 1167369 12728699 0.32 



KAFB-10610 1168474 12729865 130 



KAFB-10611 1168827 12729119 0.029 



KAFB-10612 1167504 12729156 0.028 



KAFB-10613 1167704 12729849 0.028 



KAFB-10614 1168428 12729122 57 



KAFB-10615 1171267 12731530 0.028 



KAFB-10616 1166990 12728286 0.028 



KAFB-10617 1168953 12730327 0.6 



KAFB-10618 1168458 12730534 0.6 



KAFB-10619 1168998 12729810 0.34 



KAFB-1062 1167064 12729130 0.028 



KAFB-10620 1167900 12730479 0.028 



KAFB-10621 1168427 12731187 0.15 











 



 



Groundwater Modeling Report  



1,2–Dibromoethane in S.E. Albuquerque              38 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



  



KAFB-10622 1169410 12731591 0.9 



KAFB-10623 1169743 12730758 0.029 



KAFB-10624 1167595 12728634 0.028 



KAFB-10625 1169030 12732396 0.18 



KAFB-10626 1169857 12733703 0.029 



KAFB-10627 1167436 12727518 0.029 



KAFB-10628-
510 1168347 12729436 8.4 



KAFB-1063 1166432 12729146 0.028 



KAFB-1064 1167057 12729479 0.028 



KAFB-1065 1167915 12729109 64 



KAFB-1066 1168163 12728404 1.4 



KAFB-1067 1168340 12728000 0.028 



KAFB-1068 1168188 12728778 0.8 



KAFB-1069 1167968 12729234 1.1 



KAFB-3411 1167787 12729001 0.028 
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Table 5: Starting concentrations for EDB in intermediate zone (layer 4). 



Well ID X Y µg/l 



KAFB-106036 1169706 12731524 0.28 



KAFB-106039 1169420 12730163 0.028 



KAFB-106044 1167441 12727488 0.029 



KAFB-106047 1168788 12728701 0.028 



KAFB-106063 1168382 12728868 0.028 



KAFB-106077 1167794 12728315 0.021 



KAFB-106080 1168231 12729137 0.25 



KAFB-106057 1169841 12732388 0.77 



KAFB-106050 1168769 12732861 0.028 



KAFB-106053 1169098 12732796 0.028 



KAFB-106030 1168440 12732207 0.028 



KAFB-106033 1167603 12731297 0.029 



KAFB-106060 1167753 12728774 0.028 



KAFB-106065 1168305 12729430 0.028 



KAFB-106069 1168742 12729800 0.22 



KAFB-106072 1168928 12731007 1.1 



KAFB-106073 1168222 12730368 0.053 



KAFB-106083 1168556 12730443 0.69 



KAFB-106086 1168590 12731071 0.55 



KAFB-106089 1169258 12730889 0.33 



KAFB-106092 1169091 12731894 0.15 



KAFB-106095 1168118 12729843 0.037 



KAFB-106097 1167729 12729847 0.029 



KAFB-106099 1167033 12729473 0.029 



KAFB-106103 1169720 12730773 0.029 



KAFB-106105 1169418 12732762 0.077 
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Table 6: Starting concentrations for EDB in deep zone (layer 5). 



Well ID X Y µg/l 



KAFB-106037 1169662 12731526 0.24 



KAFB-106048 1168813 12728720 0.029 



KAFB-106062 1168396 12728894 0.028 



KAFB-106058 1169873 12732378 0.57 



KAFB-106043 1169679 12733040 0.029 



KAFB-106054 1169101 12732875 0.029 



KAFB-106034 1167621 12731266 0.029 



KAFB-106031 1168441 12732236 0.028 



KAFB-106061 1167768 12728795 0.029 



KAFB-106045 1167412 12727517 0.029 



KAFB-106071 1168932 12730932 0.028 



KAFB-106081 1168205 12729184 0.029 



KAFB-106066 1168348 12729480 0.028 



KAFB-106040 1169399 12730157 0.028 



KAFB-106074 1168199 12730350 0.028 



KAFB-106087 1168590 12731104 0.028 



KAFB-106090 1169253 12730917 0.029 



KAFB-106093 1169091 12731924 0.028 



KAFB-106098 1167726 12729876 0.029 



KAFB-106100 1167046 12729448 0.028 



KAFB-106102 1166417 12729168 0.029 



KAFB-106104 1169697 12730791 0.029 



KAFB-106107 1169438 12732772 0.029 
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3.7. Hydraulic Head Calibration Wells 



 Kirtland AFB site investigation reports were thoroughly reviewed to identify 



groundwater monitoring wells having head measurement data corresponding to the time-



frame used for the groundwater flow model (fall 2011-winter 2012).  Only one head 



measurement per well was needed because the flow model is steady-state.   Table 7 



presents the data set used to calibrate the groundwater flow model.     



 



Table 7: Hydraulic head calibration data. 



Well ID X Y Head 
(ft msl) 



KAFB-0118 1165752.45 12725765.1 4860.09 



KAFB-0119 1166525.42 12725760.4 4859.5 



KAFB-0121 1166873.09 12725424.9 4857.14 



KAFB-106029 1168439.17 12732155.7 4854.45 



KAFB-106030 1168440.97 12732184.9 4854.39 



KAFB-106031 1168441.8 12732213.6 4854.35 



KAFB-106032 1167637.76 12731274.5 4855.19 



KAFB-106033 1167604.25 12731274.5 4855.26 



KAFB-106034 1167621.53 12731243.5 4855.23 



KAFB-106042 1169697.92 12733031.1 4853.13 



KAFB-106043 1169679.91 12733017.7 4853.27 



KAFB-106044 1167442.02 12727465.6 4858.88 



KAFB-106045 1167412.49 12727494.7 4858.8 



KAFB-106046 1168845.12 12728681.5 4857.14 



KAFB-106047 1168788.59 12728678.9 4856.98 



KAFB-106048 1168814.18 12728697 4857.08 



KAFB-106049 1168768.1 12732759.7 4853.52 



KAFB-106050 1168770.04 12732838.8 4853.76 



KAFB-106051 1168769.35 12732804.2 4853.8 



KAFB-106053 1169098.96 12732773.8 4853.4 



KAFB-106054 1169101.34 12732851.9 4853.38 



KAFB-106055 1169812.64 12732366.4 4853.58 



KAFB-106057 1169841.81 12732365 4853.62 



KAFB-106058 1169873.88 12732355.2 4853.64 



KAFB-106059 1167731.45 12728773.7 4856.84 



KAFB-106060 1167753.54 12728751.4 4857.24 



KAFB-106061 1167769 12728771.9 4857.78 



KAFB-106062 1168396.77 12728870.9 4857.45 



KAFB-106063 1168382.72 12728845.8 4857.27 
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Well ID X Y Head 
(ft msl) 



KAFB-1061 1167769 12728771.9 4857.92 



KAFB-10610 1168475.01 12729842 4856.15 



KAFB-10611 1168827.57 12729096.1 4856.67 



KAFB-10612 1167504.56 12729133 4856.53 



KAFB-10613 1167705.24 12729826 4856.52 



KAFB-10614 1168428.63 12729099.1 4856.78 



KAFB-10615 1171267.52 12731507.3 4854.12 



KAFB-10616 1166991.03 12728263.1 4858.19 



KAFB-10617 1168953.43 12730304 4855.4 



KAFB-10618 1168458.4 12730511.6 4855.61 



KAFB-10619 1168998.83 12729787.2 4855.58 



KAFB-1062 1168396.77 12728870.9 4857.81 



KAFB-10620 1167900.9 12730456.8 4855.65 



KAFB-10621 1168427.86 12731164.2 4855.21 



KAFB-10622 1169410.86 12731568.2 4854.25 



KAFB-10623 1169743.7 12730735.1 4854.94 



KAFB-10624 1167596.08 12728611.7 4857.13 



KAFB-10625 1169031.02 12732373.4 4853.81 



KAFB-10626 1169857.48 12733680 4852.55 



KAFB-10627 1167437.03 12727495 4858.54 



KAFB-1063 1168382.72 12728845.8 4858.24 



KAFB-1064 1168370.56 12728870.7 4857.29 



KAFB-1065 1168306.16 12729407.6 4856.86 



KAFB-1066 1168348.38 12729457.8 4856.99 



KAFB-1067 1168764.89 12729794.6 4857.17 



KAFB-1068 1168741.05 12729804.4 4856.84 



KAFB-1069 1168743.03 12729777.7 4856.57 



KAFB-106201 1172676.28 12734008.2 No Data 



KAFB-106204 1170759.25 12733929.2 No Data 



KAFB-106207 1172093.15 12735115.5 No Data 



KAFB-0524 1168135.368 12725689.76 4855.98 



KAFB-10628 1168348.133 12729413.28 4856.3 



KAFB-106035 1169684.809 12731502.63 4845.11 



KAFB-106036 1169706.794 12731501.35 4854.36 



KAFB-106037 1169662.825 12731503.9 4854.29 



KAFB-106038 1169405.901 12730154.1 4855.51 



KAFB-106039 1169420.736 12730140.91 4855.4 



KAFB-106040 1169399.651 12730134.17 4854.4 



KAFB-106052 1169097.929 12732742.52 4853.53 



KAFB-106064 1168370.563 12728870.71 4856.85 



KAFB-106065 1168306.16 12729407.56 4856.49 



KAFB-106066 1168348.38 12729457.75 4856.59 



KAFB-106067 1168764.891 12729794.59 4855.83 
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Well ID X Y Head 
(ft msl) 



KAFB-106068 1168741.054 12729804.44 4855.71 



KAFB-106069 1168743.028 12729777.67 4855.97 



KAFB-106070 1168929.334 12731017.64 4854.49 



KAFB-106071 1168932.965 12730909.21 4854.93 



KAFB-106072 1168929.072 12730983.98 4853.87 



KAFB-106073 1168223.083 12730345.48 4855.59 



KAFB-106074 1168199.711 12730327.76 4856.16 



KAFB-106075 1168231.274 12730315.21 4856.1 



KAFB-106076 1167813.39 12728308.09 4856.97 



KAFB-106077 1167794.992 12728292.3 4856.6 



KAFB-106078 1167779.952 12728307.52 4856.23 



KAFB-106079 1168268.189 12729161.77 4856.86 



KAFB-106080 1168232.241 12729114.1 4856.97 



KAFB-106081 1168206.007 12729160.98 4856.87 



KAFB-106082 1168602.531 12730413.21 4855.54 



KAFB-106083 1168557.183 12730420.67 4855.53 



KAFB-106084 1168589.784 12730437.43 4855.69 



KAFB-106085 1168603.545 12731062.19 4854.92 



KAFB-106086 1168590.927 12731048.79 4855.14 



KAFB-106087 1168590.718 12731081.6 4855.19 



KAFB-106088 1169265.382 12730834.97 4854.6 



KAFB-106089 1169258.338 12730866.59 4854.42 



KAFB-106090 1169253.468 12730894.56 4854.92 



KAFB-106091 1169060.447 12731889.69 4854 



KAFB-106092 1169091.465 12731871.12 4854.19 



KAFB-106093 1169092.173 12731901.25 4854.13 



KAFB-106094 1168133.748 12729796.26 4856.67 



KAFB-106095 1168119.115 12729820.83 4856.46 



KAFB-106096 1168103.898 12729793.92 4856.75 



KAFB-106097 1167730.031 12729824.41 4856.4 



KAFB-106098 1167726.971 12729853.92 4856.35 



KAFB-106099 1167033.802 12729450.81 4857.44 



KAFB-106100 1167046.681 12729425.17 4857.4 



KAFB-106101 1166448.009 12729143.66 4858.07 



KAFB-106102 1166417.307 12729145.19 4857.87 



KAFB-106103 1169720.846 12730750.78 4854.47 



KAFB-106104 1169698.051 12730768.77 4854.58 



KAFB-106105 1169418.302 12732739 4852.97 



KAFB-106106 1169420.74 12732773.97 4852.91 



KAFB-0118 1165752.45 12725765.1 4860.09 
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4. MODEL OUTPUT AND RESULTS  



Model construction led to the development of individual model runs which were 



tailored to the requirements for meeting specific project goals.  A model run is simply the 



activation of MODFLOW, Modpath, Zone Budget, or MT3DMS to compute hydraulic 



heads, particle pathlines, water balances, and contaminant concentrations depending on 



what the project goals require.  While still other specific model runs could be developed, 



the ones below are consistent with what was necessary to meet requested project goals 



described in Section 1.3 



     



4.1. Groundwater Flow (MODFLOW) 



4.1.1. Head Calibration 



The basic groundwater flow field calculated by MODFLOW is provided in figure 



10.  This simulated groundwater flow is used for basing more complex project goals 



involving mass transport and hydraulic controls.  Thus, it is important that simulated 



groundwater levels closely match actual groundwater levels measured in monitoring 



wells, referred to as head calibration.   



Calibration goals are specified in the project QA/QC plan.  The main statistic used 



for evaluating head calibration is the normalized root mean squared (RMS).  Many 



groundwater modelers utilize a normalized RMS of 10% or less to indicate successful 



head calibration.  The normalized RMS for the simulated heads in figure 10 is 6.80%.  A 



plot of calculated vs. measured (observed) heads is shown in figure 11.        



Other perspectives on calibration are given by calibration residuals and the 



correlation coefficient.  A calibration residual is the difference between calculated heads 



and measured heads (table 8, found at end of Section 4.1).  The distribution of residuals 



should ideally resemble a normal distribution with most residuals clustered around the 



value of zero. The mean residual for this model is -0.0195 ft.  The correlation coefficient 



is a value indicting whether data sets for calculated and measured heads are related, and 



would be shown by a value relatively close to either 1.0 or -1.0.  The correlation 



coefficient for this model simulation is 0.951.   
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4.1.2. Volumetric flow (Zone Budget) 



 The total amount of water entering the model during the flow simulation is 



7,170,791.0 ft
3
/d, and the total amount of water exiting is 7,172,399.0 ft



3
/d.  The amount 



of water removed by pumping wells is 6,415,911.5 ft
3
/d.   Approximately 20,000 ft



3
/d of 



water moves from the plume front towards the Ridgecrest well field, and approximately 



2,500 ft
3
/d of water moves downward from the base of the EDB plume and LNAPL 



source boundary to lower model layers.    



  



Figure 10: Map of calculated groundwater flow directions. 
Map shows flow vectors/arrows, the contoured equipotential surface, and EDB at 
starting concentrations (all in model layer 3).   
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4.1.3. Particle Tracking and Groundwater Velocity (Modpath)  



 Particle tracking was used to examine potential groundwater flow paths from the 



EDB plume front towards the Ridgecrest well field, and then from the western side of the 



plume towards the VA well.  Particle tracking path lines show the movement of 



hypothetical water particles placed in the aquifer.  They do not simulate the movement of 



EDB concentrations which is more complex.    



 Particle tracking shows different groundwater flow directions occurring at 



different elevations in the aquifer.  This is important because the EDB plume is, for now, 



Figure 11: Calculated vs. observed heads. 
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shallower than most water production well screens.  For example, in model layer 8, 



particles placed below the EDB plume front are captured by Ridgecrest-5 (fig 12); while 



particles placed above in model layer 3 were nearly all captured by Ridgecrest-3 (fig 13).  



Calculated particle travel times from the EDB plume front to drinking water supply wells 



vary according to where each particle is initially placed.  In layer 8, travel time to 



Ridgecrest-5 ranges from 20 years for a particle placed near the center (and below) the 



plume front, to 25 and 26 years for particles placed to the southeast and northwest below 



the plume front.  For particles placed in layer 3 near the northwest part of the plume, the 



travel time to Ridgecrest-5 well screen is 30 years, and travel time for particles placed to 



the southwest and reaching Ridgecrest-3 is 70 years.  Generally speaking, simulated 



horizontal groundwater velocity in the EDB plume vicinity ranges from approximately 



0.1 ft/d to 0.6 ft/d , with higher velocities near production wells screens.   



 For the VA hospital production well, particles placed in model layer 3 along the 



western margin of the plume traveled to the VA well in 3-5 years (fig 14).  This includes 



vertical transport from layer 3 to layers 6-8 where the well is screened.                  



 



 



 



 



      



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 
Figure 12: Particle pathlines in layer 8. 
Time markers on pathlines are at 1-year intervals. 
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Figure 13: Particle pathlines in model layer 3. 



Figure 14: Particle movement towards the VA hospital production well. 
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Table 8: Calibration residuals. 
(Residual = Calculated - Observed) 



Well Name Calc. (ft) Obs. (ft) Residual (ft) 



KAFB-0118/1 4860.546 4860.09 0.456387 



KAFB-0119/1 4860.12 4859.5 0.620117 



KAFB-106029/1 4854.213 4854.45 -0.23711 



KAFB-106030/1 4854.189 4854.39 -0.20055 



KAFB-106031/1 4854.167 4854.35 -0.1835 



KAFB-106032/1 4855.104 4855.19 -0.086 



KAFB-106033/1 4855.113 4855.26 -0.14672 



KAFB-106034/1 4855.13 4855.23 -0.09963 



KAFB-106042/1 4853.008 4853.13 -0.12219 



KAFB-106043/1 4853.027 4853.27 -0.24266 



KAFB-106044/1 4858.48 4858.88 -0.40002 



KAFB-106045/1 4858.462 4858.8 -0.33809 



KAFB-106046/1 4857.015 4857.14 -0.12486 



KAFB-106047/1 4857.027 4856.98 0.046855 



KAFB-106048/1 4857.006 4857.08 -0.07414 



KAFB-106049/1 4853.631 4853.52 0.110859 



KAFB-106050/1 4853.57 4853.76 -0.19018 



KAFB-106051/1 4853.596 4853.8 -0.20381 



KAFB-106053/1 4853.49 4853.4 0.090234 



KAFB-106054/1 4853.427 4853.38 0.047246 



KAFB-106055/1 4853.526 4853.58 -0.05363 



KAFB-106057/1 4853.515 4853.62 -0.10535 



KAFB-106058/1 4853.509 4853.64 -0.13072 



KAFB-106059/1 4857.003 4856.84 0.163418 



KAFB-106060/1 4857.03 4857.24 -0.20973 



KAFB-106061/1 4857.006 4857.78 -0.77365 



KAFB-106062/1 4856.887 4857.45 -0.56328 



KAFB-106063/1 4856.912 4857.27 -0.35838 



KAFB-106064/1 4856.887 4856.85 0.037207 



KAFB-106065/1 4856.369 4856.49 -0.12086 



KAFB-106066/1 4856.326 4856.59 -0.26432 



KAFB-106067/1 4856.004 4855.83 0.174395 
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KAFB-106068/1 4856 4855.71 0.29 



KAFB-106069/1 4856.022 4855.97 0.051973 



KAFB-106070/1 4854.973 4854.49 0.482656 



KAFB-106071/1 4855.06 4854.93 0.12957 



KAFB-106072/1 4855 4853.87 1.13 



KAFB-106073/1 4855.626 4855.59 0.035977 



KAFB-106074/1 4855.642 4856.16 -0.51791 



KAFB-106075/1 4855.647 4856.1 -0.45303 



KAFB-106076/1 4857.534 4856.97 0.56418 



KAFB-106077/1 4857.555 4856.6 0.954688 



KAFB-106078/1 4857.541 4856.23 1.311016 



KAFB-106079/1 4856.601 4856.86 -0.25941 



KAFB-106080/1 4856.647 4856.97 -0.32254 



KAFB-106081/1 4856.601 4856.87 -0.26893 



KAFB-106082/1 4855.525 4855.54 -0.0151 



KAFB-106083/1 4855.527 4855.53 -0.00314 



KAFB-106084/1 4855.509 4855.69 -0.18072 



KAFB-106086/1 4855.034 4855.14 -0.10582 



KAFB-106087/1 4855.009 4855.19 -0.18072 



KAFB-106088/1 4855.032 4854.6 0.431738 



KAFB-106089/1 4855.007 4854.42 0.587324 



KAFB-106090/1 4854.985 4854.92 0.065352 



KAFB-106091/1 4854.221 4854 0.221191 



KAFB-106092/1 4854.226 4854.19 0.035586 



KAFB-106093/1 4854.2 4854.13 0.070195 



KAFB-106094/1 4856.027 4856.67 -0.64266 



KAFB-106095/1 4856.007 4856.46 -0.45268 



KAFB-106096/1 4856.028 4856.75 -0.72168 



KAFB-106097/1 4855.933 4856.4 -0.46738 



KAFB-106098/1 4855.914 4856.35 -0.43643 



KAFB-106099/1 4855.898 4857.44 -1.54156 



KAFB-1061/1 4857.006 4857.92 -0.91414 



KAFB-10610/1 4855.993 4856.15 -0.15684 



KAFB-106100/1 4855.77 4857.4 -1.62998 



KAFB-106101/1 4856.926 4858.07 -1.14422 



KAFB-106102/1 4856.948 4857.87 -0.92225 



KAFB-106103/1 4854.969 4854.47 0.499238 



KAFB-106104/1 4854.961 4854.58 0.380938 



KAFB-10611/1 4856.623 4856.67 -0.04744 



KAFB-10612/1 4856.501 4856.53 -0.02854 
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KAFB-10613/1 4855.925 4856.52 -0.59471 



KAFB-10614/1 4856.659 4856.78 -0.12082 



KAFB-10615/1 4853.751 4854.12 -0.36902 



KAFB-10616/1 4857.79 4858.19 -0.40045 



KAFB-10617/1 4855.547 4855.4 0.146875 



KAFB-10618/1 4855.473 4855.61 -0.13686 



KAFB-10619/1 4855.973 4855.58 0.392656 



KAFB-1062/1 4856.886 4857.81 -0.92426 



KAFB-10620/1 4855.581 4855.65 -0.06943 



KAFB-10621/1 4854.986 4855.21 -0.22416 



KAFB-10622/1 4854.371 4854.25 0.121094 



KAFB-10623/1 4854.976 4854.94 0.035586 



KAFB-10624/1 4857.209 4857.13 0.078984 



KAFB-10625/1 4853.837 4853.81 0.026914 



KAFB-10626/1 4852.388 4852.55 -0.1623 



KAFB-10627/1 4858.454 4858.54 -0.0859 



KAFB-10628/1 4856.364 4856.3 0.064258 



KAFB-1063/1 4856.912 4858.24 -1.32838 



KAFB-1064/1 4856.887 4857.29 -0.40279 



KAFB-1065/1 4856.369 4856.86 -0.49086 



KAFB-1066/1 4856.324 4856.99 -0.66578 



KAFB-1067/1 4856.004 4857.17 -1.16561 



KAFB-1068/1 4855.999 4856.84 -0.84098 



KAFB-1069/1 4856.021 4856.57 -0.54852 
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4.2.  Goal 1: Mass Transport (MT3DMS) 



(Predict the concentrations of EDB that would be expected to reach production 
wells (i.e., ABCWUA, Kirtland AFB, and VA wells) if nothing was done to mitigate 
the problem) 



 



 Results of the modeling analysis for goal 1 show that EDB is predicted to reach 



the VA hospital production well, Ridgecrest-5, KAFB-3, and Ridgecrest-3, in this order, 



assuming there are no hydraulic controls, hydraulic changes, or treatment processes 



taking place.  (These results do not include reactions, decay, or sorption either as 



explained in the conceptual model.)  Less likely impacts are predicted at Ridgecrest 2 and 



4 as determined through the sensitivity analysis, although these impacts would require 



changes in groundwater gradients.  Table 9 provides calculated times for EDB to reach 



production wells at a concentration of 0.05 µg/l, the maximum concentration level 



(MCL), and also shows the times required for each well to reach its highest concentration 



of EDB.   



 



Table 9: Predicted EDB Concentrations Reaching Drinking Water Production Wells 
(concentrations and times are approximate) 



 
 VA Well RIDGECREST-5 KAFB-3 RIDGECREST-3 



Years to Reach 
MCLa (0.05 µg/l) 



2-3 32 41 71 



Maximum 
Concentration 



1.09 µg/l 1.69 µg/l 0.17 µg/l 0.52 µg/l 



Years to 
Maximum 



Concentration 
7 64 54 75b 



a: MCL’s are the highest levels of contaminants allowed in drinking water. 
b: end of model run 



 



 



 Results show that the MCL for EDB would be detected in the VA hospital 



production well in approximately 2-3 years, and the highest concentration (1.09 µg/l) 



would be reached after 7 years.  The VA hospital production well may avoid impacts by 



higher concentrations of EDB because higher concentrations occurring in the central part 



of the EDB plume move towards the northeast instead of towards of the VA hospital 



production well.  Results also show concentrations in the VA hospital production well 
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decreasing from the highest concentration back to the MCL after 24 years.  The decrease 



is caused by simulated diminishing EDB concentrations in the LNAPL source area and 



bulk plume movement being to the northeast.   



 Perspectives on EDB plume movement in relation to the VA hospital production 



well are illustrated by figures 15 and 16.  Each figure shows an isosurface where the 



surface concentration is equal to the MCL.  The isosurface in figure 15 represents the 



current time and shows there is no contact of EDB with the VA hospital production well 



screen.  After 3 years, the isosurface moves to the west and downward to come into 



contact the upper part of the VA hospital production well screen (fig 16).   



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 Well Ridgecrest-5 shows EDB impacts at the MCL occurring in approximately 32 



years.  The highest concentration of 1.69µg/l is reached at 64 years, and then 



concentrations decrease to 0.76µg/l at 75 years.  KAFB-3 shows the MCL being reached 



Figure 15: Isosurface position in relation to VA hospital production well. 
Subsurface view to the east-northeast.  Ridgecrest well field (5-wells) shown on left side of 
figure.  Well screens in yellow.   
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after 41 years, and the highest concentration ( 0.17 µg/l) after 54 years.  Concentrations 



in KAFB-3 decrease back to the MCL at 75 years.  Ridgecrest-3 shows impacts at the 



MCL after 71 years.  The highest concentration effecting Ridgecrest-3 was not 



determined because the mass transport model was run to only 75 years.  However, at 75 



years the concentration is above the MCL at 0.52 µg/l.       



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



  



  



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



  



4.3. Goal 2: Plume Capture (MT3DMS) 



 (Model a capture zone of two proposed extraction wells associated with an 
LNAPL containment system)    
 



The purpose of this section is to provide an idea of the types of pumping designs 



that would be necessary for obtaining hydraulic control of the EDB plume.  The recovery 



well locations, rates, etc. presented here are not the only possibilities, however.   A 



Figure 16: Isosurface after 3 years. 
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greater level of analysis would be necessary before any final designs are determined.    



No in-situ EDB plume treatment or monitored natural attenuation approaches are 



included in this capture analysis.   



The following capture analysis begins with an evaluation of the capture zone for 



well KAFB-106157, referred to as the LNAPL recovery/containment well.  KAFB-



106157 has been installed, but is not currently pumping at the site.  As discussed in 



Section 1.3, because of the governing equations used for contaminant transport modeling, 



the modeled capture zone for KAFB-106157 is appropriate for dissolved contamination 



but not LNAPL.  In addition, the capture zone evaluation was made using only one 



recovery well, which is consistent with current site plans. 



Next, pumping was evaluated for controlling plume movement towards the VA 



hospital production well, Ridgecrest wells 5 and 3, and KAFB-3.  These pumping designs 



were determined mainly by trial and error, whereby numerous model runs were 



conducted while adjusting locations of recovery wells, their pumping rates, and screened 



intervals until EDB plume movement was controlled.  Controlled is used to mean that 



these production wells were not reached by concentrations of EDB at the MCL or greater.  



An evaluation of controls for concentrations less than the MCL was not performed, but 



could be included in supplemental modeling if necessary.      



 



4.3.1. KAFB-106157 (LNAPL Recovery Well) 



KAFB-106157 is just north of the LNAPL zone.  KAFB-106157 was pumped at 



75 gpm based on pumping rate information provided by NMED.  This pumping only 



simulates groundwater flow (not LNAPL capture).  The effect of pumping on LNAPL 



behavior was beyond the scope of modeling capabilities, but should be included as part of 



a remedial design.   



Particle tracking pathlines delineated the capture zone created by KAFB-106157   



(fig 17A).  The simulated capture zone encompassed less than approximately one-half 



(42%) of the area along the constant concentration boundary front.  The width of the 



simulated capture zone is approximately 586 ft, while the width of the constant 



concentration boundary is 1,365 ft. (fig. 17B).  To increase capture along the boundary, 
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one option is to install two additional recovery wells located west of KAFB-106157 (fig 



17C). These simulated wells are referred to as “source area 1” and “source area 2” in the 



model.  With the inclusion of these two additional recovery wells, which are each 



pumping 70 gpm from layer 3 (the EDB shallow zone), capture along the entire boundary 



was accomplished in the model. 



The pumping rate and hydraulic conductivity are both important to the size of the 



capture zone created by KAFB-106157.  For example, if additional aquifer testing 



determines that hydraulic conductivity is lower than expected, the capture zone will be 



larger; and if hydraulic conductivity is determined to be higher than expected, the capture 



zone will be smaller.  This assumes the pumping rate is the same in both cases.  If the 



pumping rate changes, then the size of the capture zone would also change.  Pumping 



tests may be necessary near the north end of the LNAPL area to narrow the range of 



design parameters for developing hydraulic controls.  



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



Figure 17: Capture zone for LNAPL/EDB source area. 
(A) Particle pathlines shown in relation to LNAPL area; (B) Capture limit of KAFB-106157 zone 
shown by red curve; and (C) Capture zones created by two additional simulated recovery wells. 
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4.3.2. Simulated West Recovery Wells  



Three simulated recovery wells were placed near the EDB plume’s western side 



for the purpose of examining the potential for establishing hydraulic control of the part of 



the EDB plume near the VA hospital production well.  These wells are shown in figure 



18 as west recovery wells 1, 2, and 3, and are each screened in model layers 3-5.  Model 



runs were then performed using pumping rates ranging from 80 to 300 gpm.   



Results suggest that difficulties could be encountered in developing hydraulic 



control sufficient to protect the VA hospital production well.  The three recovery wells 



were not effective at stopping horizontal EDB plume movement within the range of 



pumping rates tested.  Even with pumping rates as high as 300 gpm, the three recovery 



wells exhibited little effect on horizontal plume movement.  Simulated groundwater 



velocities between the western edge of the plume and the VA hospital production well are 



relatively high (approximately 0.75 ft/d to just over 1.0 ft/d), in general.   



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



Figure 18: Location of simulated recovery wells for testing west side hydraulic 
control. 
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More promising results were shown for vertical hydraulic control.  The three 



recovery wells obtained marginal vertical hydraulic control with pumping rates as low as 



80 gpm.  At 80 gpm, the EDB plume still moved horizontally but did not move deeply 



enough to enter the VA hospital production well screen.  The reason is because the 



recovery wells counteracted the normal vertical gradient caused by the VA hospital 



production well.  Figure 19 illustrates the effects of the three recovery wells pumping at 



80 gpm.   



There are a number of uncertainties related to model setup that influence EDB 



transport and capture near the VA hospital production well.  These are discussed in 



Section 5.  



 



   



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



4.3.3. Simulated North Recovery Wells  



Simulated recovery wells were placed near the plume front to consider basic 



concepts on the types of pumping designs that would be needed to stop EDB from 



Figure 19: Isosurface (0.05 µg/l) after 5 years; pumping rate 80 gpm. 
Subsurface view to the northeast.  Well screens in yellow. 
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moving further towards the Ridgecrest well field.  Recovery wells were placed in the 



model in sets of three, six, and twelve wells, which were then pumped at different rates 



for each set.   



The design using six recovery wells is shown in figure 20. These six wells were 



placed along the curvature of the plume front similar to a single row of recovery wells. 



There were assigned pumping rates of 125 gpm each.  Using these six recovery wells, 



results show that no EDB (at the MCL or greater) advanced to Ridgecrest wells 5 and 3 



or to any other wells in the Ridgecrest well field, and none advanced to production well 



KAFB-3 over the 75-year mass transport analysis.  Figure 21 shows the beginning 



position of the EDB plume in relation to these recovery wells, and figure 22 shows the 



position of the plume after 25 years.   



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



Figure 20: Simulated recovery wells and capture zones near the Ridgecrest well field. 











 



 



Groundwater Modeling Report  



1,2–Dibromoethane in S.E. Albuquerque              60 



 



 



 



 



 



 



  



Figure 21: Recovery wells and EDB plume at start of model run. 
View to the southeast. 



Figure 22: Plume at approximately 25 years. 
View to the southeast 
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 Next, twelve recovery wells were placed into the model in locations following the 



curve of the plume front similar to the six recovery wells used previously (fig.  23).  This 



design essentially formed two rows of six recovery wells per row.  These twelve recovery 



wells were pumped in two different ways: (i) by using higher pumping rates on the east 



side than on the west side (125 gpm on the east, and 60 gpm on the west), and (ii) by 



using the same pumping rates in all twelve wells (100 gpm).  The reason for testing 



higher pumping rates on the east is because earlier model runs indicated that bulk plume 



movement seemed to be greater on the east side than on the west, suggesting that higher 



pumping rates would be needed on the east but reduced rates would be more efficient on 



the west.   



Of the two pumping scenarios described above (i and ii), using 100 gpm for all 



twelve recovery wells was successful in stopping plume advancement.  The test using the 



125-60 gpm rates stopped most of the plume, but some EDB moved east around the 



recovery wells and further towards the Ridgecrest well field.   



           



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 Figure 23:  Recovery wells placed in two rows of six. 
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Recovery wells for the three-well test are shown in figure 24.  These three wells 



are labeled as north recovery 1, north recovery 2, and north recovery 3.  Pumping rates 



for north recovery wells 1 and 3 were 125 gpm, and the pumping rate for well north 



recovery 2 was175 gpm.  The rates for north recovery wells 1 and 3 were less than north 



recovery well 2 to try and increase efficiency (by pumping less uncontaminated water) on 



the edges of the plume.  However, results show that the plume was not contained by these 



three wells and that EDB moved past recovery wells towards the Ridgecrest well field. 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



The above tests suggest a collective pumping rate between approximately 750 



gpm to 1,200 gpm, distributed generally even between recovery wells, appears to provide 



sufficient hydraulic control of the plume front.         



 



 



Figure 24:  Test for plume recovery using three simulated recovery wells. 
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5. MODEL UNCERTAINTIES AND SENSITIVITIES 



5.1. Uncertainties 



The discussion of modeling uncertainties is included to describe the main 



uncertainties that were encountered and how they were addressed.  Uncertainties were 



caused by data gaps which required making assumptions during model construction and 



the setup of individual model runs.  Uncertainties were addressed by considering all 



available site-specific and/or regional data, as appropriate, and by using such information 



with professional judgment and reviews to bridge data gaps and produce reasonable 



model output.  The main uncertainties involve groundwater monitoring coverage, values 



for specified head boundaries, future groundwater pumping rates and well locations, 



potential installation of recovery wells, and data for model validation.   



5.1.1. Groundwater Monitoring Coverage 



Like many groundwater models, this model uses monitoring wells clustered in the 



area of concern.  Clustered data points in modeling are common because field 



investigations are not typically designed at the outset to support modeling efforts.  



Ideally, groundwater monitoring wells should be distributed throughout a model domain.  



Although the flow model achieved acceptable matching between calculated and observed 



heads, there are areas of the model domain where no monitoring wells exist so it was not 



possible to calibrate heads in those areas.  The significance is that simulated flow 



directions are potentially less reliable at distances away from existing groundwater 



monitoring wells.   



A related reason for having monitoring well data gaps is that the scale of the 



model had to encompass an area larger than the EDB plume.  The larger area was 



necessary to include the Ridgecrest well field and other pumping wells in southeast 



Albuquerque.  These pumping wells had to be included to create the appropriate flow 



field and to assess the movement of the EDB plume towards pumping wells.  Additional 



groundwater monitoring wells or piezometers placed north and northeast of the 



Ridgecrest well field would improve flow model accuracy.    
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There are several factors that helped offset uncertainties caused by the lack of 



monitoring well coverage.  First, there is good calibration where monitoring wells exist, 



and thus there is a high-level of confidence in groundwater flow directions in the central 



part of the model domain.  Second, flow directions from the larger/preliminary model 



domain used early in the project, and flow directions in the final smaller model domain, 



are generally consistent.  Head calibration in the larger early model included head data 



from USGS wells more widely distributed over southeast Albuquerque, and resulted in a 



normalized RMS of around 15%.  Finally, the overall groundwater gradients produced by 



the model are similar to flow gradients noted on maps in previously published 



groundwater studies. 



 



5.1.2. Specified Head Boundaries  



Hydraulic head and linear gradients assigned to specified head boundaries are not 



calibrated to actual measurements because monitoring wells do not exist where specified 



head boundaries are located.  If actual head values at the boundaries were known, 



simulated flow directions would have been more accurate.   Boundary head on the north 



and east sides of the model are especially important to determining the timing of when 



the EDB plume will reach Ridgecrest-5 and Ridgecrest-3.  There are only several 



groundwater monitoring wells around the edges of the model domain that could be used 



to provide head data for boundary conditions.   



The final conditions of specified head boundaries were based on achieving 



successful head calibration.  Boundary values were adjusted until matching of calculated 



and observed hydraulic head measurements resulted in a normalized RMS of 10% or less.  



Since there were few actual measurements near specified head boundaries, boundary 



values were initially estimated by using data from published groundwater maps, and by 



using head output derived from the earlier larger model domain.   



 



5.1.3. Future Groundwater Pumping 



 Since the mass transport model involves long-term predictions about contaminant 



transport and concentrations, it is important to keep in perspective that future changes in 
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local and regional groundwater gradients caused by changes in pumping, new wells or 



well replacement, or other related reasons would probably decrease the relevancy of 



current model results.  If changes are planned in advance and the locations and pumping 



rates of future production wells are known, the model can be revised to include those 



planned changes to provide updated model predictions.  A transient model of EDB plume 



movement could also be developed to evaluate EDB plume movement under variable 



hydraulic conditions related to changes in regional groundwater levels, and possible 



alternative pumping scenarios, assuming necessary model data are available.   



 



5.1.4. Potential Installation of Recovery Wells 



While the model demonstrated that hydraulic control is obtainable through the use 



of recovery wells, it is beyond the scope of this project to address many real-world 



considerations necessary for installing new wells.  The EDB plume capture component of 



this model is simply a means to evaluate the effects of simulated recovery wells with 



regard to achieving hydraulic control. 



The model could not address any engineering, financial, logistical, or other related 



factors involved with the installation, development, operation, and maintenance of 



recovery wells.  It is also unclear whether feasible options exist for treating and handling 



potentially large volumes of groundwater produced by any newly installed recovery 



wells.  However, without the installation of recovery wells, hydraulic control will not be 



obtained and the likelihood of EDB reaching drinking water production wells remains 



high. 



 



5.1.5. Reduction in EDB Concentration at LNAPL Area 



 The LNAPL area was treated as an EDB concentration boundary where the 



concentration decreases at a rate of 10% per year.  While it is not certain that this rate can 



be achieved, it would also be uncertain, for example, to use a boundary condition that 



remains unchanged for the 75 year model time (i.e., providing a constant concentration of 



EDB for 75 years).  However, running the model using a boundary that provides a 



constant concentration of EDB, or other variations in concentration boundary changes, 
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are still options, if those modeling goals are determined.  Future sampling data should 



provide better indications of changes in EDB concentrations at the LNAPL area.  



 



5.1.6. EDB Plume Movement/Capture Near the VA Hospital Production Well 



Results related to the VA hospital production well should be carefully interpreted.  



This is because the ratio of horizontal to vertical hydraulic conductivity, the ratio of 



horizontal to vertical dispersion, grid cell size, and the distance between the EDB plume 



are all modeling factors that influence the rate of EDB movement and capture near the 



VA hospital production well.  A more extensive analysis of these factors is needed to 



improve the confidence of model predictions in this area.     



 



5.1.7. Data for Model Validation 



Model validation compares model predictions to actual measurements outside the 



data sets used for model calibration.  At this time, no data sets exist for model validation 



and model validation has not been performed.  It is not uncommon for models to not 



undergo validation.  Collecting data for validation usually requires additional time and 



resources that are sometimes not available.  When collecting additional data is not 



possible, alternative approaches to validation can sometimes be developed including the 



use of historical data.  Alternatives to customary model validation can be discussed with 



NMED if necessary.            



      



5.2. Sensitivities 



The emphasis of the sensitivity analysis was on evaluating how sensitive 



groundwater flow and plume movement is to changes in model inputs for boundary heads 



and pumping rates.  Sensitivities were examined by systematically modifying boundary 



heads and pumping rates.  Model sensitivities were evaluated first by determining 



whether flow sensitivities are significant according to ASTM Standard Guide D5611-94 



(ASTM, 2008b).  If groundwater flow sensitivities were found to potentially invalidate 



flow model results, a sensitivity analysis was then performed for plume movement.     



Sensitivity to hydraulic conductivity was not evaluated because the field of hydraulic 
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conductivity in the model was determined during planning discussions with NMED.  



However, sensitivity to hydraulic conductivity can still be conducted later, if necessary.       



ASTM recommends classifying groundwater flow sensitivities as a Type I, II, III, 



or IV sensitivity, depending on whether the changes to the calibration residuals and 



modeling conclusions are significant or insignificant when inputs are changed.  The 



ASTM classifications are summarized below: 



 



Type I: Occurs when variation of an input causes insignificant change in calibration 



as well as the model’s conclusions.  Type I is of no concern because regardless of the 



value of the input, the conclusions are the same. 



 



Type II: Occurs when variation of an input causes significant changes in the 



calibration but insignificant changes in the model’s conclusions.  Type II is of no 



concern because regardless of the input the conclusions remain the same. 



 



Type III: Occurs when variation of an input causes significant changes to both 



calibration and the model’s conclusions.  Type III is of no concern because, even 



though the model’s conclusions change as a result of variation, the parameters cause 



the model to become uncalibrated and eliminates those values from being considered 



as realistic. 



 



Type IV: Occurs when a variation causes changes in model conclusions but the 



change in calibration is insignificant.  Type IV can invalidate model results because 



over the range of that parameter in which the model can be considered calibrated, 



the conclusions of the model change.   



5.2.1. Sensitivity Test Methodology 



 Groundwater flow sensitivities were evaluated according to the following 



procedure.  During the procedure if a type IV sensitivity was identified, additional 



evaluations were then performed on plume movement for the related flow scenario.  The 



additional analyses involved performing mass transport model runs to examine 
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differences in travel times and concentrations of EDB.  Particle travel times were used to 



screen for possible changes in EDB transport mass transport sensitivities were evaluated.  



Discussions below for mass transport are in bold.   



 



Procedure 



 



 Step 1: A uniform change was applied to all boundary heads by increasing and 



decreasing all heads by 5, 10, and 15 feet.  Model run iterations were then 



performed to obtain the normalized RMS and correlation coefficient.  Flow 



directions and particle travel times to selected production wells were examined.  



The selected wells were Ridgecrest 3 and 5.   



 



 Step 2: Changes in heads were applied to north and east boundaries by alternating 



increases and decreases by 10 feet for each boundary.  Changes to the north and 



east boundaries were examined specifically because those boundaries are closest 



to the Ridgecrest well field and have greater influences over groundwater flow in 



the immediate area.   Calibration statistics, flow directions, and particle travel 



times were noted.   



 



 Step 3: The pumping rates for wells Ridgecrest 3 and 5 were increased and 



decreased by 25% while leaving boundary heads in their original condition.  



Pumping changes were alternated between the two wells.  Calibration statistics, 



flow directions, and particle travel times were noted.   



 



5.2.2. Sensitivity Test Results 



Step 1 



 The uniform changes applied to boundary heads in step 1 resulted in 



corresponding significant  changes to the normalized RMS, but the correlation 



coefficients, particle travel times, and flow directions were mainly unchanged (table 10).  



Because there are significant changes to model calibration but the groundwater flow 



regime overall remained the same, this was rated as a type II sensitivity.  No further 



analyses were performed for step 1.     
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Table 10: Step 1 Sensitivity Test Results 
Uniform Changes to Boundary Head 



 
Sensitivity 



Test  
Boundary 



Head 
Change (ft) 



Normalized 
RMS 



Correlation 
Coefficient 



Earliest Particle 
Arrival at 



Ridgecrest-5
a
 



(~yr) 



Earliest Particle 
Arrival at 



Ridgecrest-3
b
 



(~yr) 



Observed 
Changes to 



Flow 
Directions 



1a +5 70.48 0.95 21 70 minor  



1b +10 137.08 0.96 20.8 70 minor 



1c +15 203.49 0.96 21.1 68.5 minor 



1d -5 63.5 0.96 20.6 70 minor 



1e -10 130.17 0.96 21 71.2 minor 



1f -15 217.41 0.95 20.5 * minor 



a: Particle travel in layer 8.   
b: Particle travel in layer 3 
* Heads below layer bottom; particle tracking not calculated.  



 



 



Step 2 



 Changes to the north and east boundaries caused changes to groundwater flow 



conclusions for two of the four sensitivity tests performed in step 2 (table 11).  When 



head was increased on the eastern boundary (test 2b), all particles arrived at Ridgecrest-5 



including particles in layer 3.  When head at the north boundary was decreased (test 2c), a 



steeper northerly groundwater gradient was created as well as a smaller capture zone for 



Ridgecrest-5.  Because of the smaller capture zone, some particles previously captured by 



Ridgecrest-5 were able to move further northward and arrive at Ridgecrest-4.  Because 



the normalized RMS remained relatively low even with these changes to conclusions, 



these sensitivities were rated as type IV.  Additional analysis of plume movement for 



tests 2b and 2c were thus performed using the mass transport model.   



 For test 2b, mass transport indicates that Ridgecrest-5 would be impacted by 



EDB in ~30 years.  However, at ~30 years, EDB is not completely captured by 



Ridgecrest-5 and it moves further north and east into the area central to Ridgecrest 
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wells 3, 4, and 5. By activating the six simulated recovery wells, hydraulic control 



was maintained and there were no impacts to any of the Ridgecrest wells for test 2b.   



 



 a: Particle travel in layer 8 
 b: Particle travel in layer 3 



 



 The mass transport model for sensitivity test 2c shows that a decrease in 



head at the north boundary will cause the EDB plume move past Ridgecrest-5.  



Upon activation of the six recovery wells, the combined effect of the lower head 



boundary and activated recovery wells caused heads in layer 3 to fall below the 



bottom of grid cells, producing “dry cells” and thus unclear results for contaminant 



transport in the shallow zone.   



 



Step 3 



 The model showed little sensitivity to increasing and decreasing pumping rates in 



Ridgecrest-5 (tests 3a and 3b), as indicated by relatively consistent values for the 



normalized RMS, particle arrival times, and only minor changes in flow directions (table 



12).  Tests 3a and 3b were rated as type I sensitivities and no further analyses were 



Table 11: Step 2 Sensitivity Test Results 
Changes to North and East Boundary Head 



 



Sensitivity 
Test  



Boundary 
Head Change  



(ft) 



Normalized 
RMS 



Correlation 
Coefficient 



Earliest Particle 
Arrival at 



Ridgecrest-5
a
 



(~yr) 



Earliest Particle 
Arrival at 



Ridgecrest-3
b
 



(~yr) 



Observed 
Changes to 



Flow 
Directions 



2a 
North        +10 
East           + 0 



28.70 0.95 30 49.3 minor 



2b 
North        + 0 
East           + 10 



16.53 0.95 22.5 
No arrival; all 



particles arrived 
at Ridgecrest-5 



more 
westerly 



2c 
North       - 10 
East          - 0 



21.85 0.96 17.53 



no arrival at 
Ridgecrest-3; 



arrival at 
Ridgecrest-4 at 



60 yrs  



Steeper 
gradient 



causes some 
particles to 
move past  



Ridgecrest-5 



2d 
North        - 0 
East           - 10 



10.23 0.96 20 46.58 minor 
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performed.  Similarly, an increased pumping rate in Ridgecrest-3 also resulted in a type I 



sensitivity (test 3c).  



 A decreased pumping rate in Ridgecrest-3 showed more significant changes (test 



3d).  Although the normalized RMS was consistent with other tests, the flow direction 



was more westerly.  This was rated as a type IV sensitivity thus warranting an analysis of 



mass transport.   



Mass transport results for test 3d show EDB in close proximity, but not 



reaching, Ridgecrest-3 at ~75 years.  If the model run time were slightly longer, 



EDB would most likely have reached Ridgecrest-3.  Results also show the plume 



spreading between Ridgecrest-3 and Ridgecrest-2.    



 



 



Table 12: Step 3 Sensitivity Test Results 
Changes to Pumping Rates 



 



Sensitivity 
Test  



% Change in 
Pumping Rate  



Normalized 
RMS 



Correlation 
Coefficient 



Earliest Particle 
Arrival at 



Ridgecrest-5
a
 



(~yr) 



Earliest Particle 
Arrival at 



Ridgecrest-3
b
 



(~yr) 



Observed 
Changes to 



Flow 
Directions 



Ridgecrest-5 



3a +25 6.07 0.96 18.9 76.7 minor 



3b -25 9.09 0.96 23.3 63.0 minor 



Ridgecrest-3 



3c +25 6.12 0.96 20 52.5 minor 



3d -25 8.56 0.96 21.6 



no  arrival at 
Ridgecrest-3; 



movement 
towards 



Ridgecrest-5 



more 
westerly 



a: Particle travel in layer 8 
b: Particle travel in layer 3 
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6. RECOMMENDATIONS FOR ADDITIONAL MODELING 



There are a number of modeling scenarios that would provide useful information 



about EDB movement and control, but are beyond the scope of current modeling goals.  



These include simulating the effects of combinations of recovery and injection wells, 



deactivating certain production wells (Ridgecrest wells or others), delineating vertical 



intervals of the aquifer that contribute both more and less groundwater to production 



wells, and exploring options for transient modeling.     



Given that plume control would require pumping (extracting), treating, and 



presumably injecting large quantities of treated groundwater, injecting treated water 



would be important to local hydrology and plume movement depending on injection well 



location(s) and injection rates.  Injection and pumping wells could be used in a number of 



schemes, such as described in pump and treat design guidelines by Cohen and others 



(1997).  Pumping and injection systems should be simulated before installation to help 



understand potential effects on EDB plume movement.   



In the event EDB is detected in production wells, turning off affected wells may 



be considered.  In order to assist with contingency planning, additional model runs could 



be performed to see how the plume reacts to deactivating production wells, and whether 



that would put any other production wells at greater risk of becoming contaminated.     



Hydrogeologic studies of the Albuquerque area have shown that some intervals of 



the Santa Fe Group aquifer system are more transmissive of groundwater than others.  



Although not enough of this type of hydrogeologic information was identified for use in 



the current model, it could be included in the future if available.  The model could be 



refined by modifying layer properties, or including additional layers, to represent strata 



contributing the most water to production wells.   



Finally, transient modeling may be possible (i.e., where model boundaries, 



pumping, and other conditions change over time), but model setup would require accurate 



projections for groundwater conditions in the future.  Transient models have advantages 



in that more realistic boundary conditions can be included, but they are more complex to 



arrange and will not necessarily decrease any modeling uncertainties. 
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7. CONCLUSIONS 



Modeling results showed that without any hydraulic or other controls in place, 



simulated EDB concentrations at the MCL (0.05 µg/l) reached drinking water production 



wells in the Ridgecrest well field in approximately 30 years (for Ridgecrest-5), and in 



approximately 70 years (for Ridgecrest-3).  Similarly, results show well KAFB-3 being 



reached in approximately 40 years, and the VA hospital production well being impacted 



in only 2-3 years.  Predicted impacts to the VA hospital production well are less certain 



than for other production wells because of factors related to model setup (possibly 



numerical dispersion).  Lateral expansion of the EDB plume to the east and west resulted 



in EDB reaching KAFB-3 and the VA hospital production well, although bulk plume 



movement is towards the Ridgecrest well field.  Concentrations of EDB reaching 



simulated drinking water production wells were relatively low and remained under 2.0 



µg/l.   



Impacts to drinking water production wells were avoided by using simulated 



recovery wells.  Sets of simulated recovery wells placed at the north end of the EDB 



plume, with wells pumping between 100 and 125 gpm each, were effective at protecting 



the Ridgecrest well field under most groundwater flow scenarios tested.  Protection of the 



VA hospital production well was only marginally successful, but vertical control was 



obtained using recovery well pumping rates of 80 gpm.  Simulated recovery wells placed 



just north of the LNAPL area and pumping 70 gpm each, coupled with simulated decay 



of EDB concentrations in LNAPL, were effective at cutting off the EDB plume from its 



source.  



 How the groundwater system at large is managed in the future will influence the 



effectiveness of any hydraulic controls.  If it is determined that hydraulic controls will be 



implemented as part of a remediation system, it is recommended that a controls be 



developed as part of a groundwater management plan to monitor for changes in local and 



regional groundwater gradients.   
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The agenda is fine with us, but I have another question.   The draft report I have for NMED provides information normally
expected to properly document model development (how it was built, results, uncertainties, etc).   Do you have thoughts on
if/how the draft report should referred to at the meeting?  Is it too early to distribute; how wide, etc.?
 
 


From: Kieling, John, NMENV [mailto:john.kieling@state.nm.us] 
Sent: Tuesday, September 10, 2013 1:38 PM
To: Spalding, Susan; Scott, Cheryl-m
Cc: Dave.Cobrain@state.nm.us; Ellinger, Scott
Subject: RE: Next RCRA conf. call.
 
Susan/Scott:
 
 
How about the following agenda:
 
Introduction
 
Attendees
 
EPA Presentation
 
Questions
 
Status of other models
 
Follow up discussion
 
 
 


From: Spalding, Susan [mailto:Spalding.Susan@epa.gov] 
Sent: Tuesday, September 10, 2013 8:40 AM
To: Kieling, John, NMENV; Scott, Cheryl-m
Cc: Cobrain, Dave, NMENV; Ellinger, Scott
Subject: RE: Next RCRA conf. call.
 
Thanks John.  We would like to have some time on the agenda to have the other agencies involved in modeling give an
update on where they are with their modeling efforts.  Is that possible? 
 
Susan Spalding
Associate Director, RCRA
EPA Region 6
(214) 665-8022
 


From: Kieling, John, NMENV [mailto:john.kieling@state.nm.us] 
Sent: Tuesday, September 10, 2013 9:26 AM
To: Scott, Cheryl-m
Cc: Dave.Cobrain@state.nm.us; Spalding, Susan; Ellinger, Scott
Subject: RE: Next RCRA conf. call.
 
Cheryl,
 
It is expected that several people will be at the modeling presentation on September 24.
 
I am anticipating that the following will be in attendance as well as several others:
 
NMED
Tom Blaine
John Kieling
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Steve Reuter
Dave Cobrain
Will Moats
Sid Brandwein
Bill McDonald
 
KAFB
Col Jeff Lanning
Brent Wilson
Wayne Bitner
Victoria Martinez
Meredith Mingledorff
 
Army Corp of Engineers
Walter Migdal
 
CB&I (contractor to KAFB)
Tom Cooper
Diane Agnew
Rachel Wood
 
ABCWUA
Rick Shean
John Stomp
 
City of Albuquerque
Billy Gallegos
Mary Lou Leonard
 
 
Thanks,
John Kieling
 
 
John E. Kieling, Chief
Hazardous Waste Bureau
New Mexico Environment Department
2905 Rodeo Park Drive East, Bldg 1
Santa Fe, NM  87505
 
(505) 476-6000 (HWB Main)
(505) 476-6030 (fax)
john.kieling@state.nm.us


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


From: Scott, Cheryl-m [mailto:scott.cheryl-m@epa.gov] 
Sent: Tuesday, September 10, 2013 7:29 AM
To: Kieling, John, NMENV
Subject: RE: Next RCRA conf. call.
 
I will be out of the office, so I will cancel the September call.
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Could you please send a list of the people whom you expect at the modeling meeting September 24?
 
Thanks!
 
See you soon.
 
 
logo_sm


Cheryl M. Scott
Secretary
AFGE Local 1003
 
 
 
 
From: Kieling, John, NMENV [mailto:john.kieling@state.nm.us] 
Sent: Monday, September 09, 2013 4:38 PM
To: Scott, Cheryl-m
Subject: RE: Next RCRA conf. call.
 
Cheryl,
 
Sorry, I did not get back to you earlier. 
 
We can meet the morning of Sept 17 (anytime) for the monthly call.  I hope that will work. 
 
Let me know.
 
Thanks, John
 


From: Scott, Cheryl-m [mailto:scott.cheryl-m@epa.gov] 
Sent: Tuesday, September 03, 2013 2:08 PM
To: Kieling, John, NMENV
Subject: Next RCRA conf. call.
 
I’d like to hold the call since I will be leaving Sept. 14. I want to have everything completed for the review and site
visits.
 
Is there another day/time  when you can make a conference call?
 
 
 
Cheryl M. Scott
State/Tribal Oversight (6PD-O)
US EPA, Region 6
214-665-2179


 
 
 
*********************** ATTACHMENT NOT DELIVERED  *******************
 
This Email message contained an attachment named 
  image001.jpg 
which may be a computer program. This attached computer program could
contain a computer virus which could cause harm to EPA's computers, 
network, and data.  The attachment has been deleted.
 
This was done to limit the distribution of computer viruses introduced
into the EPA network.  EPA is deleting all computer program attachments
sent from the Internet into the agency via Email.
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If the message sender is known and the attachment was legitimate, you
should contact the sender and request that they rename the file name
extension and resend the Email with the renamed attachment.  After
receiving the revised Email, containing the renamed attachment, you can
rename the file extension to its correct name.
 
For further information, please contact the EPA Call Center at
(866) 411-4EPA (4372). The TDD number is (866) 489-4900.
 
***********************  ATTACHMENT NOT DELIVERED ***********************
 
 








From: Scott, Cheryl-m
To: Carter, Cathy; Ehrhart, Richard; Ellinger, Scott; Fruitwala, Kishor; Hendrickson, Charles; Hubner, Tara; King,


Laurie; Loesel, Matthew; Mayer, Richard; Miller, Gary; Patterson, Alima; Potts, Mark; Powell, Sontina; Rush,
Randall; Schulze, Jeanne; Scott, Cheryl-m; Singhvi, Sunita; Smith, Melissa; Spalding, Susan; Stone, Nick;
Stubblefield, Joyce; Tidmore, Guy; Torcoletti, Paul; Tucker, Mary; Vogler, David; Dave.Cobrain@state.nm.us;
james.valdez@state.nm.us; john.kieling@state.nm.us; steve.pullen@state.nm.us


Subject: Task Request: Request for agenda topics for NMED RCRA program call on August 14
Date: Monday, August 05, 2013 9:41:11 AM
Attachments: Request for agenda topics for NMED RCRA program call on August 14.msg


Subject: Request for agenda topics for NMED RCRA program call on August 14
Start Date: Monday, August 05, 2013
Due Date: Monday, August 12, 2013
Status: Not Started
Percent Complete: 0%
Total Work: 0 hours
Actual Work: 0 hours
Owner: NMED Internal group; NM
Categories: Green Category
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Request for agenda topics for NMED RCRA program call on August 14


			From


			NMED Internal group


			To


			NMED Internal group; NM





















From: Ellinger, Scott
To: "Kieling, John, NMENV"; Dave.Cobrain@state.nm.us
Cc: Spalding, Susan; Scott, Cheryl-m
Subject: RE: Next RCRA conf. call.
Date: Monday, September 16, 2013 11:14:00 AM


Since the report is tailored to NMED’s modeling goals, it may be better if the department looks it over first (even if just
briefly).   
 
 


From: Kieling, John, NMENV [mailto:john.kieling@state.nm.us] 
Sent: Friday, September 13, 2013 5:11 PM
To: Ellinger, Scott; Dave.Cobrain@state.nm.us
Cc: Spalding, Susan; Scott, Cheryl-m
Subject: RE: Next RCRA conf. call.
 
Scott,
 
I do not have concerns about issuing the draft model report to the stakeholders (those that will be in attendance) at the
meeting.  I suggest keeping it to only the stakeholders at this time. 
 
The next step is to gather the modelers from the other entities (ABCWUA/USGS, KAFB/CB&I, SEO) to discuss the input
parameters, etc. so that all know what assumptions went into the EPA model and other models that are currently being
worked.
 
If you would like to discuss further please let me know.
 
Thanks,
John Kieling      
 


From: Ellinger, Scott [mailto:Ellinger.Scott@epa.gov] 
Sent: Tuesday, September 10, 2013 1:09 PM
To: Kieling, John, NMENV; Cobrain, Dave, NMENV
Cc: Spalding, Susan; Scott, Cheryl-m
Subject: RE: Next RCRA conf. call.
 
The agenda is fine with us, but I have another question.   The draft report I have for NMED provides information normally
expected to properly document model development (how it was built, results, uncertainties, etc).   Do you have thoughts on
if/how the draft report should referred to at the meeting?  Is it too early to distribute; how wide, etc.?
 
 


From: Kieling, John, NMENV [mailto:john.kieling@state.nm.us] 
Sent: Tuesday, September 10, 2013 1:38 PM
To: Spalding, Susan; Scott, Cheryl-m
Cc: Dave.Cobrain@state.nm.us; Ellinger, Scott
Subject: RE: Next RCRA conf. call.
 
Susan/Scott:
 
 
How about the following agenda:
 
Introduction
 
Attendees
 
EPA Presentation
 
Questions
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Status of other models
 
Follow up discussion
 
 
 


From: Spalding, Susan [mailto:Spalding.Susan@epa.gov] 
Sent: Tuesday, September 10, 2013 8:40 AM
To: Kieling, John, NMENV; Scott, Cheryl-m
Cc: Cobrain, Dave, NMENV; Ellinger, Scott
Subject: RE: Next RCRA conf. call.
 
Thanks John.  We would like to have some time on the agenda to have the other agencies involved in modeling give an
update on where they are with their modeling efforts.  Is that possible? 
 
Susan Spalding
Associate Director, RCRA
EPA Region 6
(214) 665-8022
 


From: Kieling, John, NMENV [mailto:john.kieling@state.nm.us] 
Sent: Tuesday, September 10, 2013 9:26 AM
To: Scott, Cheryl-m
Cc: Dave.Cobrain@state.nm.us; Spalding, Susan; Ellinger, Scott
Subject: RE: Next RCRA conf. call.
 
Cheryl,
 
It is expected that several people will be at the modeling presentation on September 24.
 
I am anticipating that the following will be in attendance as well as several others:
 
NMED
Tom Blaine
John Kieling
Steve Reuter
Dave Cobrain
Will Moats
Sid Brandwein
Bill McDonald
 
KAFB
Col Jeff Lanning
Brent Wilson
Wayne Bitner
Victoria Martinez
Meredith Mingledorff
 
Army Corp of Engineers
Walter Migdal
 
CB&I (contractor to KAFB)
Tom Cooper
Diane Agnew
Rachel Wood
 
ABCWUA
Rick Shean
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John Stomp
 
City of Albuquerque
Billy Gallegos
Mary Lou Leonard
 
 
Thanks,
John Kieling
 
 
John E. Kieling, Chief
Hazardous Waste Bureau
New Mexico Environment Department
2905 Rodeo Park Drive East, Bldg 1
Santa Fe, NM  87505
 
(505) 476-6000 (HWB Main)
(505) 476-6030 (fax)
john.kieling@state.nm.us


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


From: Scott, Cheryl-m [mailto:scott.cheryl-m@epa.gov] 
Sent: Tuesday, September 10, 2013 7:29 AM
To: Kieling, John, NMENV
Subject: RE: Next RCRA conf. call.
 
I will be out of the office, so I will cancel the September call.
 
Could you please send a list of the people whom you expect at the modeling meeting September 24?
 
Thanks!
 
See you soon.
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Cheryl M. Scott
Secretary
AFGE Local 1003
 
 
 
 
From: Kieling, John, NMENV [mailto:john.kieling@state.nm.us] 
Sent: Monday, September 09, 2013 4:38 PM
To: Scott, Cheryl-m
Subject: RE: Next RCRA conf. call.
 
Cheryl,
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Sorry, I did not get back to you earlier. 
 
We can meet the morning of Sept 17 (anytime) for the monthly call.  I hope that will work. 
 
Let me know.
 
Thanks, John
 


From: Scott, Cheryl-m [mailto:scott.cheryl-m@epa.gov] 
Sent: Tuesday, September 03, 2013 2:08 PM
To: Kieling, John, NMENV
Subject: Next RCRA conf. call.
 
I’d like to hold the call since I will be leaving Sept. 14. I want to have everything completed for the review and site
visits.
 
Is there another day/time  when you can make a conference call?
 
 
 
Cheryl M. Scott
State/Tribal Oversight (6PD-O)
US EPA, Region 6
214-665-2179


 
 
 
*********************** ATTACHMENT NOT DELIVERED  *******************
 
This Email message contained an attachment named 
  image001.jpg 
which may be a computer program. This attached computer program could
contain a computer virus which could cause harm to EPA's computers, 
network, and data.  The attachment has been deleted.
 
This was done to limit the distribution of computer viruses introduced
into the EPA network.  EPA is deleting all computer program attachments
sent from the Internet into the agency via Email.
 
If the message sender is known and the attachment was legitimate, you
should contact the sender and request that they rename the file name
extension and resend the Email with the renamed attachment.  After
receiving the revised Email, containing the renamed attachment, you can
rename the file extension to its correct name.
 
For further information, please contact the EPA Call Center at
(866) 411-4EPA (4372). The TDD number is (866) 489-4900.
 
***********************  ATTACHMENT NOT DELIVERED ***********************
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From: Scott, Cheryl-m
To: Dave.Cobrain@state.nm.us; james.valdez@state.nm.us; john.kieling@state.nm.us; steve.pullen@state.nm.us; Carter, Cathy; Ehrhart, Richard;


Ellinger, Scott; Fruitwala, Kishor; Hendrickson, Charles; Hubner, Tara; King, Laurie; Loesel, Matthew; Mayer, Richard; Miller, Gary; Patterson,
Alima; Potts, Mark; Powell, Sontina; Rush, Randall; Schulze, Jeanne; Scott, Cheryl-m; Singhvi, Sunita; Smith, Melissa; Spalding, Susan; Stone,
Nick; Stubblefield, Joyce; Tidmore, Guy; Torcoletti, Paul; Tucker, Mary; Vogler, David


Subject: Thank you all for a great FY13 EOY Review - AND no NMED RCRA conference call in October!
Date: Monday, September 30, 2013 1:10:54 PM


 
Next call will be Nov. 13 at 2:30 p.m. CT
 
 
Cheryl M. Scott
State/Tribal Oversight (6PD-O)
US EPA, Region 6
214-665-2179
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From: Ellinger, Scott
To: "Kieling, John, NMENV"; Dave.Cobrain@state.nm.us
Cc: Spalding, Susan; Scott, Cheryl-m
Subject: RE: Next RCRA conf. call.
Date: Tuesday, September 10, 2013 2:08:00 PM


The agenda is fine with us, but I have another question.   The draft report I have for NMED provides information normally
expected to properly document model development (how it was built, results, uncertainties, etc).   Do you have thoughts on
if/how the draft report should referred to at the meeting?  Is it too early to distribute; how wide, etc.?
 
 


From: Kieling, John, NMENV [mailto:john.kieling@state.nm.us] 
Sent: Tuesday, September 10, 2013 1:38 PM
To: Spalding, Susan; Scott, Cheryl-m
Cc: Dave.Cobrain@state.nm.us; Ellinger, Scott
Subject: RE: Next RCRA conf. call.
 
Susan/Scott:
 
 
How about the following agenda:
 
Introduction
 
Attendees
 
EPA Presentation
 
Questions
 
Status of other models
 
Follow up discussion
 
 
 


From: Spalding, Susan [mailto:Spalding.Susan@epa.gov] 
Sent: Tuesday, September 10, 2013 8:40 AM
To: Kieling, John, NMENV; Scott, Cheryl-m
Cc: Cobrain, Dave, NMENV; Ellinger, Scott
Subject: RE: Next RCRA conf. call.
 
Thanks John.  We would like to have some time on the agenda to have the other agencies involved in modeling give an
update on where they are with their modeling efforts.  Is that possible? 
 
Susan Spalding
Associate Director, RCRA
EPA Region 6
(214) 665-8022
 


From: Kieling, John, NMENV [mailto:john.kieling@state.nm.us] 
Sent: Tuesday, September 10, 2013 9:26 AM
To: Scott, Cheryl-m
Cc: Dave.Cobrain@state.nm.us; Spalding, Susan; Ellinger, Scott
Subject: RE: Next RCRA conf. call.
 
Cheryl,
 
It is expected that several people will be at the modeling presentation on September 24.
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I am anticipating that the following will be in attendance as well as several others:
 
NMED
Tom Blaine
John Kieling
Steve Reuter
Dave Cobrain
Will Moats
Sid Brandwein
Bill McDonald
 
KAFB
Col Jeff Lanning
Brent Wilson
Wayne Bitner
Victoria Martinez
Meredith Mingledorff
 
Army Corp of Engineers
Walter Migdal
 
CB&I (contractor to KAFB)
Tom Cooper
Diane Agnew
Rachel Wood
 
ABCWUA
Rick Shean
John Stomp
 
City of Albuquerque
Billy Gallegos
Mary Lou Leonard
 
 
Thanks,
John Kieling
 
 
John E. Kieling, Chief
Hazardous Waste Bureau
New Mexico Environment Department
2905 Rodeo Park Drive East, Bldg 1
Santa Fe, NM  87505
 
(505) 476-6000 (HWB Main)
(505) 476-6030 (fax)
john.kieling@state.nm.us


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


From: Scott, Cheryl-m [mailto:scott.cheryl-m@epa.gov] 
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Sent: Tuesday, September 10, 2013 7:29 AM
To: Kieling, John, NMENV
Subject: RE: Next RCRA conf. call.
 
I will be out of the office, so I will cancel the September call.
 
Could you please send a list of the people whom you expect at the modeling meeting September 24?
 
Thanks!
 
See you soon.
 
 
logo_sm


Cheryl M. Scott
Secretary
AFGE Local 1003
 
 
 
 
From: Kieling, John, NMENV [mailto:john.kieling@state.nm.us] 
Sent: Monday, September 09, 2013 4:38 PM
To: Scott, Cheryl-m
Subject: RE: Next RCRA conf. call.
 
Cheryl,
 
Sorry, I did not get back to you earlier. 
 
We can meet the morning of Sept 17 (anytime) for the monthly call.  I hope that will work. 
 
Let me know.
 
Thanks, John
 


From: Scott, Cheryl-m [mailto:scott.cheryl-m@epa.gov] 
Sent: Tuesday, September 03, 2013 2:08 PM
To: Kieling, John, NMENV
Subject: Next RCRA conf. call.
 
I’d like to hold the call since I will be leaving Sept. 14. I want to have everything completed for the review and site
visits.
 
Is there another day/time  when you can make a conference call?
 
 
 
Cheryl M. Scott
State/Tribal Oversight (6PD-O)
US EPA, Region 6
214-665-2179


 
 
 
*********************** ATTACHMENT NOT DELIVERED  *******************
 
This Email message contained an attachment named 
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  image001.jpg 
which may be a computer program. This attached computer program could
contain a computer virus which could cause harm to EPA's computers, 
network, and data.  The attachment has been deleted.
 
This was done to limit the distribution of computer viruses introduced
into the EPA network.  EPA is deleting all computer program attachments
sent from the Internet into the agency via Email.
 
If the message sender is known and the attachment was legitimate, you
should contact the sender and request that they rename the file name
extension and resend the Email with the renamed attachment.  After
receiving the revised Email, containing the renamed attachment, you can
rename the file extension to its correct name.
 
For further information, please contact the EPA Call Center at
(866) 411-4EPA (4372). The TDD number is (866) 489-4900.
 
***********************  ATTACHMENT NOT DELIVERED ***********************
 
 








From: Ellinger, Scott
To: "Kieling, John, NMENV"; Dave.Cobrain@state.nm.us
Cc: Spalding, Susan; Scott, Cheryl-m; Moats, William, NMENV; Smith, Melissa
Subject: RE: Next RCRA conf. call.
Date: Tuesday, September 17, 2013 3:13:00 PM


Anytime before 3pm mountain time works Monday.   
 


From: Kieling, John, NMENV [mailto:john.kieling@state.nm.us] 
Sent: Tuesday, September 17, 2013 3:02 PM
To: Ellinger, Scott; Dave.Cobrain@state.nm.us
Cc: Spalding, Susan; Scott, Cheryl-m; Moats, William, NMENV; Smith, Melissa
Subject: RE: Next RCRA conf. call.
 
Scott – it looks like Monday is the best day to discuss.  Let me know what times work best for you.
 
Thanks, John
 


From: Ellinger, Scott [mailto:Ellinger.Scott@epa.gov] 
Sent: Monday, September 16, 2013 12:25 PM
To: Kieling, John, NMENV; Cobrain, Dave, NMENV
Cc: Spalding, Susan; Scott, Cheryl-m; Moats, William, NMENV; Smith, Melissa
Subject: RE: Next RCRA conf. call.
 
Here is the draft.   I am available Thursday, but not Friday.  (Also available next Monday). 


 
 


From: Kieling, John, NMENV [mailto:john.kieling@state.nm.us] 
Sent: Monday, September 16, 2013 11:20 AM
To: Ellinger, Scott; Dave.Cobrain@state.nm.us
Cc: Spalding, Susan; Scott, Cheryl-m; Moats, William, NMENV
Subject: RE: Next RCRA conf. call.
 
Scott,
 
Please forward the report and we can take a look at it.  We can also schedule a call with you after our review.  Please let me
know if you have time to have a conference call on Thursday or Friday.
 
Thanks, John
 
 


From: Ellinger, Scott [mailto:Ellinger.Scott@epa.gov] 
Sent: Monday, September 16, 2013 10:14 AM
To: Kieling, John, NMENV; Cobrain, Dave, NMENV
Cc: Spalding, Susan; Scott, Cheryl-m
Subject: RE: Next RCRA conf. call.
 
Since the report is tailored to NMED’s modeling goals, it may be better if the department looks it over first (even if just
briefly).   
 
 


From: Kieling, John, NMENV [mailto:john.kieling@state.nm.us] 
Sent: Friday, September 13, 2013 5:11 PM
To: Ellinger, Scott; Dave.Cobrain@state.nm.us
Cc: Spalding, Susan; Scott, Cheryl-m
Subject: RE: Next RCRA conf. call.
 
Scott,
 
I do not have concerns about issuing the draft model report to the stakeholders (those that will be in attendance) at the
meeting.  I suggest keeping it to only the stakeholders at this time. 
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The next step is to gather the modelers from the other entities (ABCWUA/USGS, KAFB/CB&I, SEO) to discuss the input
parameters, etc. so that all know what assumptions went into the EPA model and other models that are currently being
worked.
 
If you would like to discuss further please let me know.
 
Thanks,
John Kieling      
 


From: Ellinger, Scott [mailto:Ellinger.Scott@epa.gov] 
Sent: Tuesday, September 10, 2013 1:09 PM
To: Kieling, John, NMENV; Cobrain, Dave, NMENV
Cc: Spalding, Susan; Scott, Cheryl-m
Subject: RE: Next RCRA conf. call.
 
The agenda is fine with us, but I have another question.   The draft report I have for NMED provides information normally
expected to properly document model development (how it was built, results, uncertainties, etc).   Do you have thoughts on
if/how the draft report should referred to at the meeting?  Is it too early to distribute; how wide, etc.?
 
 


From: Kieling, John, NMENV [mailto:john.kieling@state.nm.us] 
Sent: Tuesday, September 10, 2013 1:38 PM
To: Spalding, Susan; Scott, Cheryl-m
Cc: Dave.Cobrain@state.nm.us; Ellinger, Scott
Subject: RE: Next RCRA conf. call.
 
Susan/Scott:
 
 
How about the following agenda:
 
Introduction
 
Attendees
 
EPA Presentation
 
Questions
 
Status of other models
 
Follow up discussion
 
 
 


From: Spalding, Susan [mailto:Spalding.Susan@epa.gov] 
Sent: Tuesday, September 10, 2013 8:40 AM
To: Kieling, John, NMENV; Scott, Cheryl-m
Cc: Cobrain, Dave, NMENV; Ellinger, Scott
Subject: RE: Next RCRA conf. call.
 
Thanks John.  We would like to have some time on the agenda to have the other agencies involved in modeling give an
update on where they are with their modeling efforts.  Is that possible? 
 
Susan Spalding
Associate Director, RCRA
EPA Region 6
(214) 665-8022



mailto:Ellinger.Scott@epa.gov

mailto:john.kieling@state.nm.us

mailto:Dave.Cobrain@state.nm.us

mailto:Spalding.Susan@epa.gov





 


From: Kieling, John, NMENV [mailto:john.kieling@state.nm.us] 
Sent: Tuesday, September 10, 2013 9:26 AM
To: Scott, Cheryl-m
Cc: Dave.Cobrain@state.nm.us; Spalding, Susan; Ellinger, Scott
Subject: RE: Next RCRA conf. call.
 
Cheryl,
 
It is expected that several people will be at the modeling presentation on September 24.
 
I am anticipating that the following will be in attendance as well as several others:
 
NMED
Tom Blaine
John Kieling
Steve Reuter
Dave Cobrain
Will Moats
Sid Brandwein
Bill McDonald
 
KAFB
Col Jeff Lanning
Brent Wilson
Wayne Bitner
Victoria Martinez
Meredith Mingledorff
 
Army Corp of Engineers
Walter Migdal
 
CB&I (contractor to KAFB)
Tom Cooper
Diane Agnew
Rachel Wood
 
ABCWUA
Rick Shean
John Stomp
 
City of Albuquerque
Billy Gallegos
Mary Lou Leonard
 
 
Thanks,
John Kieling
 
 
John E. Kieling, Chief
Hazardous Waste Bureau
New Mexico Environment Department
2905 Rodeo Park Drive East, Bldg 1
Santa Fe, NM  87505
 
(505) 476-6000 (HWB Main)
(505) 476-6030 (fax)
john.kieling@state.nm.us
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From: Scott, Cheryl-m [mailto:scott.cheryl-m@epa.gov] 
Sent: Tuesday, September 10, 2013 7:29 AM
To: Kieling, John, NMENV
Subject: RE: Next RCRA conf. call.
 
I will be out of the office, so I will cancel the September call.
 
Could you please send a list of the people whom you expect at the modeling meeting September 24?
 
Thanks!
 
See you soon.
 
 
logo_sm


Cheryl M. Scott
Secretary
AFGE Local 1003
 
 
 
 
From: Kieling, John, NMENV [mailto:john.kieling@state.nm.us] 
Sent: Monday, September 09, 2013 4:38 PM
To: Scott, Cheryl-m
Subject: RE: Next RCRA conf. call.
 
Cheryl,
 
Sorry, I did not get back to you earlier. 
 
We can meet the morning of Sept 17 (anytime) for the monthly call.  I hope that will work. 
 
Let me know.
 
Thanks, John
 


From: Scott, Cheryl-m [mailto:scott.cheryl-m@epa.gov] 
Sent: Tuesday, September 03, 2013 2:08 PM
To: Kieling, John, NMENV
Subject: Next RCRA conf. call.
 
I’d like to hold the call since I will be leaving Sept. 14. I want to have everything completed for the review and site
visits.
 
Is there another day/time  when you can make a conference call?
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Cheryl M. Scott
State/Tribal Oversight (6PD-O)
US EPA, Region 6
214-665-2179


 
 
 
*********************** ATTACHMENT NOT DELIVERED  *******************
 
This Email message contained an attachment named 
  image001.jpg 
which may be a computer program. This attached computer program could
contain a computer virus which could cause harm to EPA's computers, 
network, and data.  The attachment has been deleted.
 
This was done to limit the distribution of computer viruses introduced
into the EPA network.  EPA is deleting all computer program attachments
sent from the Internet into the agency via Email.
 
If the message sender is known and the attachment was legitimate, you
should contact the sender and request that they rename the file name
extension and resend the Email with the renamed attachment.  After
receiving the revised Email, containing the renamed attachment, you can
rename the file extension to its correct name.
 
For further information, please contact the EPA Call Center at
(866) 411-4EPA (4372). The TDD number is (866) 489-4900.
 
***********************  ATTACHMENT NOT DELIVERED ***********************
 
 





